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ABSTRACT
The enrollment of English language learners (ELLs) in U.S. public schools has
increased dramatically in the past three decades. With the predominance of pull-out ESL
programs, ELLs spend much of their day in the classrooms of mainstream teachers who
may have received little or no training to work with language minority students. The
purpose of this study was to examine high school teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of
ESL inclusion in mainstream classes. The research design included both quantitative and
qualitative inquiries. First, a survey was administered to 279 subject area teachers in four
high schools to measure teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion. Second, a
qualitative inquiry, consisting of a five-month interview and observation cycle of four
high school teachers, examined the experiences of teachers of ELLs in detail.
While teachers’ general attitudes toward ESL inclusion in mainstream classes were
positive, this study revealed teachers’ frustration with their lack of time, training, and
support to work effectively with ELLs. In addition, teachers’ perceptions of the utility
of ELLs’ native languages as a classroom resource were generally negative, and teachers
encouraged the rapid linguistic assimilation of ELLs. Teachers’ attitudes toward the
modification of coursework suggested teachers’ belief in equalizing coursework standards
for all students regardless of English proficiency. Finally, survey participants perceived
the inclusion of ELLs in mainstream classes to be a multicultural learning experience for
English proficient students. Data from the qualitative inquiry, however, portrayed ELLs
as marginal members of mainstream classrooms who rarely interacted with English
proficient peers or teachers.
Implications of teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion and
recommendations for further research conclude the study.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Language diversity in the United States sparks intense debate. It is perceived
alternately as a source of pride and an indicator of weakening national unity (Gonzalez &
Darling-Hammond, 1997; McKay & Wong, 2000; Tollefson, 1989). The image of the
United States as a nation of immigrants welcoming oppressed people, the “huddled
masses yearning to breathe free” (Lazarus, 1883), is deeply embedded in the American
psyche. Cultural and linguistic diversity as a result of immigration are celebrated as
cornerstones of our national identity, a mosaic of diverse people. “Immigrants building
America by contributing the best of their many cultures offers a powerful vision of a
country learning from diversity” (Tollefson, 1989, p. 39). While tolerance of diversity is
a source of national pride, concerns for national unity in the face of our diversity are longstanding (Gonzalez & Darling-Hammond, 1997; McKay & Wong, 2000; Tollefson,
1989). American schools have historically provided a forum for the diversity versus
unity debate. In the early 20th century, for example, an explicit goal of American
education was the assimilation of immigrants. Schools were charged with the task of
training cultural and linguistic newcomers in American values and the American language,
English.
While immigration is not the sole source of language diversity in the United States
(Wiley & Lukes, 1996), continued immigration remains a significant source of language
diversity in the U.S. Immigration in the United States at the end of the 20th century rose
dramatically. New immigrants to the U.S. made the largest decade-long leap in population
ever from 1990 to 2000 growing from 8,663,627 in the preceding (1980-1990) decade to
approximately 13,285,452 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2001, http://www.ed.gov/NCES). U.S.
1

residents over the age of five, excluding visiting students, who reported speaking English
“less than very well” (http://www.ed.gov/NCES) on the 2000 census numbered nearly
20,000,000. Following this immigration pattern, enrollment of students speaking a native
language other than English in U.S. schools also increased dramatically in the last decades
of the 20th century (Berube, 2000). Elementary and secondary school students who
required English language assistance number over 4,000,000 in the United States today.
Non-native English-speaking (NNES) student populations traditionally centered around
large urban areas on both the East and West coast of the U.S. have moved into rural and
small urban areas, into school districts with little experience or expertise in language
minority education (Peyton & Christian, 2000).
Language service programs must, by law, be provided to students whose English
language ability limits their access to educational opportunity (Berube, 2000). These
programs typically provide English language support and, in some cases, native language
support. The most common language service program is pull-out ESL. In these
programs, students designated LEP (limited English proficient) are pulled from
mainstream classes to attend from one period per day to half the school day in English as
a Second Language (ESL) classes. ESL classes focus on building students’ proficiency in
English to the point that they will no longer require language services and can be enrolled
exclusively in mainstream courses with native English-speaking (NES) peers.
While students designated LEP are enrolled in some type of language service
programs in their schools, the majority of English language learners’ (ELLs) time at school
is spent in mainstream classes with native English-speaking teachers and peers (Berube,
2000). Pull-out ESL classes, the most common type of language service program for
districts with low-incidence ESL populations, typically pull ELLs out of mainstream
2

classes for one to two hours per day for classes designed to speed their acquisition of the
English language. While ESL classes are taught by teachers trained in language minority
education, subject area classes (i.e. math, science, history) are primarily taught by
teachers with little or no training in language minority education (U.S. Department of
Education, 1996).
Statement of the Problem
Little information is available on teachers who have experienced the inclusion of
ESL students in their mainstream, subject area classes. While researchers have explored
the perspective of ELLs included in secondary, subject area classes (Cummins, 2000; Fu,
1995; Harklau, 1994; Harklau, 2000; Mace-Matluck, Alexander-Kasparik, & Queen,
1998; Walqui, 2000), few researchers have explored this issue from a teacher’s
perspective, and a growing number of researchers have pointed to the need for more indepth examinations of the experiences of subject area teachers of ELLs (Verplaetse, 1998;
Youngs, 1999; Youngs & Youngs, 2001).
The school district of this study is a county-wide district in the Southeast with a
student population of approximately 52,000 (State of Tennessee Report Card 2001,
2001). The district is experiencing a dramatic in increase in the enrollment of ELLs,
increasing the ESL inclusion rate in the districts’ mainstream classrooms. The population
of English language learners (ELLs) in the district has more than doubled in the last five
years (Knox County Schools, 2001). During the 2001-2002 school year, the district
enrolled 762 ELLs and an additional 616 students came from a non-English language
background (NELB). With such a dramatic increase in the enrollment of students whose
native language is one other than English, many teachers in the district are teaching
language minority students for the first time. Yet, no large-scale inquiry has been
3

conducted on the effects of ESL inclusion in this school system.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the experiences of mainstream high
school teachers whose classes enrolled ESL students. Teachers’ experiences with ESL
inclusion were examined through their attitudes and perceptions. In order to explore
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions thoroughly, this study made both quantitative and
qualitative inquiries. The quantitative inquiry consisted of a large-scale survey of nearly
half the high school, subject area teacher population of the district. The qualitative
section consisted of inquiry into the experiences of four subject area high school teachers
of ESL students through interview and observation. The combination of quantitative and
qualitative inquiry methodologies was designed to thoroughly explore teachers’
experiences with ESL inclusion, potentially offering a broad glimpse of the population of
this district’s teachers, as well as an in-depth understanding of the unique experiences of a
limited number of teachers.
Significance of the Study
This study of mainstream teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion
was significant for two reasons. First, this study addressed the paucity of research
documenting teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of the inclusion of ELLs in subject area
classes at the high school level. The lack of research attention to the challenges of ELL
inclusion introduced a gap in ESL professionals’ and general educators’ knowledge. The
population of school-aged ELLs grew steadily in the last few decades (Berube, 2000), yet
teacher training for ESL inclusion in mainstream classes remained uncommon (U.S.
Department of Education, 1996). Little was known about how teachers were dealing with
ESL inclusion or how teachers felt about the addition of ELLs in their classrooms. This
4

study provided insight into teachers’ experiences through an examination of their attitudes
and perceptions of ESL inclusion.
This study is also significant because the attitudes and perceptions found to be
salient in the experiences of the teachers in this study may assist pre-service and inservice teacher educators with the development of effective and relevant programs.
Essential to providing effective training and support for mainstream teachers of ELLs is
an understanding of how teachers perceive ELLs and their addition to mainstream classes,
as well as an understanding of teachers’ current attitudes toward ESL inclusion. A
knowledge of teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion will help teacher
education programs and school administrations provide informed, relevant training and
support for all teachers involved in the education of language minority students.
Assumptions
The researcher assumed that some participants may have had little or no
experience teaching English language learners. In the school system under study, ESL
students represented less than 5% of the student population in K-12 in the 2000-2001
school year (Knox County, 2001). However, the researcher did assume that participants
were familiar with the term ESL and were aware of the existence of the district’s ESL
program. The researcher also assumed that the sampling procedure included teachers with
and without ESL inclusion experience.
The researcher assumed that survey respondents answered survey items honestly.
The researcher also assumed that teachers who agreed to participate in the qualitative
research study allowed her free access to their thoughts and motivations and that the
participants did not purposefully misrepresent their intentionality in terms of their
behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions.
5

Definition of Terms
Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS): BICS is one of the two
general categories of language-proficiency proposed by Cummins. Learners who have
reached the BICS phase have generally acquired one or more of the following: “accent,
oral fluency and sociolinguistic competence” (Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991, p. 39).
BICS can be acquired by learners in as little as 6 months.
Bilingual Education (BE/ BLED): BE is an educational program that is
conducted in two languages: learners’ native language and a second language. Bilingual
education programs take two general forms: maintenance and transitional. Maintenance
bilingual programs continue native language instruction even after second language
proficiency has been reached. Transitional programs are temporary programs that access
learners’ native languages until they become proficient in the target language. Once
learners are proficient, native language instructions ceases.
Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP): CALP is one of the two
general categories of language proficiency proposed by Cummins. Learners who have
acquired CALP are able to comprehend and produce abstract, academic language (LarsenFreeman & Long, 1991, p. 39). CALP takes longer than BICS to acquire. Generally the
time necessary for CALP to develop is 7 to 10 years.
Content Area: A content area is a discipline of study. Examples of subject areas
include mathematics, natural sciences, physical education, human ecology, English, world
languages and social sciences. For the purposes of this study, content area is
synonymous with subject area. Neither special education nor ESL teachers are considered
content area teachers.
English Language Learners (ELLs): ELLs are nonnative-English speaking
6

students who are currently learning English. ELLs in public school may or may not be
enrolled in ESL classes. Therefore, ELLs are not necessarily synonymous with ESL
students.
English-medium classes: English-medium classes are courses taught through
English.
English Proficient (EP): EP is a descriptor given to students who are either
native English speakers or who have attained native-like ability in English.
ESL Students: non-native-English speaking students who are enrolled in English
as a Second Language (ESL) classes.
Inclusion: Inclusion is the integration of special needs students into mainstream
courses.
Language Minority / Linguistic Minority (LM): An LM is a student whose
native language is one other than English. Language minority students may or may not be
considered English language learners (ELLs) as these students may be fully proficient in
English as their second language.
Limited English Proficient (LEP): LEP is a descriptor given to students whose
English language ability has not reached native-like fluency. LEP is the term used by the
federal government in identifying these students (Lucas, 1997), however the term is
generally out of favor among English language educators. LEP student, as a descriptor,
has largely been replaced by other terms such as English language learner (ELL).
Mainstream: Mainstream classes are elective or core classes. These classes are
credit bearing and are not offered as language service classes or other special needs classes.
Special needs students may, however, enroll in these classes.
Native English Speaker (NES): An NES is a person whose first language is
7

English.
Non-English Language Background (NELB): NELB is a descriptor given to
students whose native language is one other than English or who come from a family in
which English is not the primary language in the home.
Non-native English Speaker (NNES): An NNES is a person whose first
language is one other than English.
Pull-out ESL: Pull-out ESL is an educational program in which ELLs are taken
from mainstream classes for one to several hours per day for instruction in English. The
remainder of the ELLs’ day is spent in mainstream, English-medium classes.
Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE) / Sheltered
English Content Courses: SDAIE is an educational program composed of subject area
courses specifically designed for students with limited English proficiency. The content
of the course is the same as that found in mainstream classes, yet instruction is tailored to
the needs of ELLs. Modifications include less text-bound knowledge transfer, more visual
aids, and more attention to the specific language needs of the students.
Subject Area: A subject area is a discipline of study. Examples of subject areas
include mathematics, natural sciences, physical education, human ecology, English, world
languages, social sciences. For the purposes of this study, subject area is synonymous
with content area. Neither special education nor ESL teachers are considered content area
teachers.
Research Question
One research question guided this inquiry: What are high school teachers’
attitudes and perceptions of the inclusion of English language learners (ELLs) in
mainstream subject area classes?
8

Limitations
This study had several limiting factors. First, the survey instrument of this study
was based solely on self-reported responses from participants, and the researcher had no
way of verifying the honesty of each respondent’s answers. The researcher assumed that
participants, by and large, answered the survey items truthfully.
Although the cluster sampling method employed in this study was designed to
access a large number of participants experienced in ESL inclusion, this may have been
accomplished at the expense of obtaining a completely representative sample of the high
school teacher population in the district of this study. A slight bias in favor of those
teachers with ESL inclusion experience might have been present in the study due to the
sampling technique.
The survey instrument may have had weakened validity as a result of the fourpoint Likert scale employed in the first section. The first set of statements on the survey
asked participants to choose from a range of four responses: strongly agree, agree,
disagree, and strongly disagree. No neutral or “no opinion” position was offered. The
absence of these two types of responses challenged validity in two ways. First, the
instrument may have been unable to accurately capture the responses of those
participants who either did not have an opinion or who had neutral feelings about the
statements. Second, participants might have been frustrated by the instrument which
effectively forced them to either agree or disagree to the items on the survey. This
frustration could have caused the respondents to refuse to answer some questions.
Additionally, frustration with an instrument that failed to allow respondents latitude in
expressing their opinions could also have curbed the willingness of respondents to be
open and honest.
9

Qualitatively, this study was limited in its ability to gain a full understanding of
subject area teachers’ experiences of ESL inclusion. Although the researcher interviewed
and observed participants in the qualitative inquiry two to four times over a five-month
period, multiple interviews and observations over a more extended period of time would
have provided more comprehensive data resulting in a more nuanced understanding of
participants’ ESL inclusion experiences.
A final limitation of this study was the sample population. All respondents came
from only one school district in the southeast region of the United States. Limiting the
inquiry to one district limited the potential impact of the study’s findings beyond the
district under study. Therefore, the results of this study cannot be generalized to a larger
population.
Organization of the Study
The study will be organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 contains an
introduction to the study, a statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, the
significance of the study, assumptions, a list of nomenclature and acronyms common to
English as a Second Language and Education, the research question guiding the study, and
the study’s limitations. Chapter 2 reviews the literature pertaining to the present study.
Chapter 3 outlines the participant selection, data gathering, and data analysis procedures.
Chapter 4 delineates the findings from the data analysis procedures. Chapter 5 concludes
the study with a discussion of the results, the implications, and a call for further research.

10

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
“These [ESL] students have such determination. It’s incredible. They’re an
inspiration for EVERYONE, they really are” (high school teacher quoted in Harklau,
2000, p.46). “These [ESL] kids are getting special breaks because they pretend they
don’t understand English. They’re disrespectful. They should just be put into regular
classes and treated like everyone else” (high school teacher quoted in Schmidt, 2000, p.
125). As these two quotes illustrate, attitudes and perceptions of English language
learners (ELLs) and their inclusion in mainstream classes can vary dramatically. This
review of the literature will analyze current research into the experiences of mainstream
teachers of ESL students. Beginning with an overview of the increase in the school-age
population of ELLs throughout the United States, this review of the literature presents
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions identified in previous research studies. Conceptual
frameworks for understanding teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion will
also be presented, and this chapter concludes with an examination of the significance of
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion.
An American Education
Education in a democratic state is typified by a tension between two forces: a
need to create and preserve unity in society and a need to accept and promote society’s
diversity (Dauenhauer, 1996). The inclusion of English language learners in Englishmedium American classrooms represents the inclusion of newcomers to English and, in
many cases, newcomers to the U.S. The arrival of linguistically and culturally diverse
students to the American classroom, an environment which has long been viewed as a
vehicle for citizenship training through the standardization of American values and an
11

American language (Gonzalez & Darling-Hammond, 1997; Olsen 1996; Tollefson, 1989),
provides a unique opportunity to examine the tension teachers may experience not only
between the forces of unity and diversity but between institutional representations of
teachers’ roles and teachers’ own beliefs about their roles as educators. In other words,
ESL inclusion in mainstream classrooms provides an avenue for the examination of
teaching as a situated activity. As teachers teach from their lived experiences, from their
beliefs and assumptions, it is also clear that “the places where teachers teach are not
neutral or inconsequential to the activity of teaching” (Johnson, 2002, p. 8).
An examination of teachers’ experiences with ESL inclusion with an emphasis on
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion is the purpose of the following
review of the literature. First, an overview of ELL enrollment, language policy, and
previous studies related to ESL inclusion are presented.
English Language Learners in Public School Education
Rapidly rising numbers of students whose native languages are not English are
attending U.S. public schools. A recent wave of immigration (McKay & Wong, 2000)
has brought a newly increased number of English language learners (ELLs) to our schools.
In addition, while linguistically diverse populations have typically been found mainly in
large urban schools, recent immigrant populations have also begun to move to rural and
small urban locations (Berube, 2000). As the demand for workers increases in rural areas,
immigrants have moved, in increasing numbers, to fill these jobs. As a result, large urban
schools on the East and West coasts of the U.S. are no longer the only schools enrolling
and educating ELLs. The district of the present study fits this profile; it is a rural school
district experiencing a sudden increase in its population of ELLs.
Tennessee, a state which enrolled fewer than 3,000 ELLs in all of its public
12

schools prior to 1990, has nearly doubled its public school ELL population in less than
five years (Berube, 2000). Approximately 3,450 ELLs were enrolled in Tennessee public
schools during the 1993-1994 school year. By the 1996-1997 academic year, that
population had ballooned to 7,223. The school district of this study was not unaffected
by this increase. The district enrolled a total of 762 in its ESL programs in the 20002001 school year, 125 of which were high schoolers (Knox County Schools, 2001). The
district also enrolled 616 non-English language (NELB) background students. NELB
students are those whose native language is one other than English but do not receive
English language services because they have tested out of ESL or have refused ESL
service. NELB students, while not receiving language services, may still have language
and cultural difficulties in U.S. schools.
Language Policy in American Education
Much of today’s educational policy involving language is grounded in the 1964
Civil Rights Act. Title VI of the act states:
No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of,
or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving
federal financial assistance. (Berube, 2000, p. 16)
ELLs are protected under this act because their limited English proficiency is viewed as an
extension of their national origin. In accordance with Title VI, limited English proficient
(LEP) students in public schools must be given equal educational access and
opportunities. In 1974 the strength of Title VI was tested in the Lau v. Nichols case
when a group of immigrant parents sued the San Francisco schools for failing to take
appropriate action to ensure their students’ civil rights. The court found that by denying
13

language services to its LEP students, the school district was in violation of Title VI.
Merely allowing LEP students access to the same English-medium classes as English
proficient (EP) students did not guarantee equity. Without language support, in other
words, LEP students were being denied educational equality. Further court cases have
supported and refined the Lau decision; legislation stemming from these cases is
commonly called the Lau Remedies. The precedent of civil rights through language equity
established in Lau has remained largely unchanged since 1974.
Lau v. Nichols federalized language policy (Moran, 2000). In other words,
language policy which had previously been the jurisdiction of the states became the
domain of the federal government. Through the Office of Civil Rights (OCR), the agency
made responsible for overseeing Lau compliance, the federal government set national
policy for language in education. The federal government, however, refrained from setting
rigid guidelines for the implementation of the Lau legislation. States and individual school
districts were given the task of interpreting the federal legislation with the sole directive
that school districts must “take appropriate action to overcome language barriers that
impede equal participation by its students in its instructional programs” (Berube, 2000,
p. 19). Lau plans, what school districts commonly call their language service programs
for LEP students, are locally devised to comply with the federal mandate of appropriate
action.
The Lau legislation evinced language-as-right and language-as-resource
orientations. Three orientations toward the native language of linguistic minorities have
been identified: language-as-problem, language-as-resource, and language-as-right
(Christian, 1999; Cummins, 2000; McKay, 2000). In the language-as-problem
orientation, the native language is viewed as a crutch or an obstacle to target language
14

proficiency. In this view retention of the native language is unsupported. The languageas-resource orientation is distinguished by its tandem support of the target and native
languages. The native language in this view is maintained and relied upon to convey
curriculum as the learner gains proficiency in the second language. In the language-as-right
orientation, continued use of the native language in education is supported, and
proponents seek legislation establishing native language rights.
Lau legislation and its language-as-right and -resource orientation have steadily
been weakened since 1974. The most erosive agent of the legislation may have been its
own wording. The phrase “appropriate action” (Berube, 2000, p. 19), in particular,
opened the door to preemptive forces. The lack of specificity in the wording of the
federal legislation gave states and school districts a large degree of latitude in designing
their Lau plans. Furthermore, the federal agency in charge of monitoring compliance with
the Lau legislation, the Office of Civil Rights (OCR), was not given a proactive directive
(Berube, 2000). In other words, the OCR was not charged with the task of approving
Lau plans before they were implemented. The OCR becomes involved with checking
compliance only after a complaint has been lodged against a school district. Compliance,
then, is often dependent on the political savvy of language-as-right advocates within
individual communities.
While the OCR is not proactive in its pursuit of noncompliance with Lau, the
OCR has developed some guidelines outlining a definition for appropriate action. In
keeping with a language-as-resource stance, the OCR encourages districts to utilize ELLs’
native language to convey subject area content (Berube, 2000). Some Lau Remedy
legislation specified that districts should instruct students “through their strongest
language until they could participate effectively in English-only classrooms” (Berube,
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2000, p. 20). Those school districts who choose not to utilize students’ native languages
in this way must be prepared to defend their policies if a complaint is lodged against
them. However, the detached role of the OCR as the enforcing agency has led to some
abuse of the spirit of the Lau legislation.
Lack of vigor in the enforcement of Lau has led to haphazard, even absent,
language policy in many public schools today. “While a district may have a general
policy for the education of students learning English....this policy is usually cast in vague
and imprecise terms” (Walqui, 2000, p. 17). Even when policy is well-defined, it often
does not reflect a language-as-right or -resource orientation. For example, the language
service programs schools most frequently choose in the creation of their Lau plan points
to the abandonment of a language-as-right or -resource stance. When developing a Lau
plan, several language service program options are available to school districts. The
programs fall into three general categories: ESL classes in combination with mainstream
subject area classes, ESL classes in combination with modified subject area courses in
English, and ESL in combination with subject area courses in students’ native languages.
The first type of program, ESL classes with mainstream subject area classes, is commonly
referred to as pull-out ESL. Students’ native languages are typically not utilized in pullout programs.
Pull-out ESL is the most common form of language service in the United States
today (Berube, 2000; Moran, 2000). More than half of the language service programs in
American public schools are pull-out ESL programs (Berube, 2000). Pull-out’s
popularity may be due to the cost effectiveness of the program and the ease with which it
can be implemented. To begin a pull-out program, school districts need to hire ESL
teachers. These teachers are often itinerant teachers, teaching in two to three schools
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daily providing a few hours of ESL instruction to ELLs every week. In pull-out programs
school districts can rely on the teaching force already in place in their schools to provide
the remainder of ELLs’ instructional needs. ESL pull-out is an inexpensive language
service programs, and the implementation of the program does not require structural
changes in its host school.
Pull-out ESL classes may also be popular for a second reason: the emphasis on
ELLs’ rapid acquisition of English in pull-out programs. The assumption that ESL pullout is effective and efficient in promoting English acquisition is linked to the belief that
immersion in the target language is the best way to learn it. This assumption is
problematic (Krashen, 1985) yet it persists among many educators and educational
policy-makers. Second language acquisition myths are discussed in greater detail in the
next section.
Despite weaknesses in the foundation on which they were devised, pull-out ESL
programs maintain their popularity as the language service program of choice in U.S.
schools. The prevalence of the programs places large number of ELLs in mainstream,
English-medium classes for much of the school day. However, the majority of teachers in
mainstream classes throughout the United States have received little or no training to
work with language minority students (U.S. Department of Education, 1996). In a
school whose policies for ELL education are “vague and imprecise” (Walqui, 2000, p. 17),
mainstream teachers have latitude to create and impose policies they conceive of as
effective and appropriate within their classrooms. Classroom teachers are the ultimate
translators of language policy, both federal and local.
The United States’ Monolingual Ideology
The dominance of the English language in the United States cannot be disputed.
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However, English has not yet been designated the official language of the United States.
Debate over legislation making English the official language is perennial in state and federal
government in part because legislating a common American language has been linked to a
renewed sense of national unity (Dauenhauer, 1996). Although unity through a common
language has been problematized (Olsen, 1996; Tollefson 1989), the call for unity through
a shared American language persists (Boulet, 2000; English First, 2001). While
proponents of a common language may support the maintenance of non-dominant native
languages (Dauenhauer, 1996), the right of language minorities to maintain their native
languages runs counter to the agendas of most supporters of common language legislation
(Veltman, 2000; Wiley & Lukes, 1996). Advocates of English-only legislation promote
common language unity at the expense of native language rights (Boulet, 2000; English
First, 2001). Political actions groups such as English First and U.S. English seek
legislation to terminate the use of languages other than English in federal and local
government. Such legislation enforces English as the American language and utilizes
English as an “integrating force” (U.S. English, 2000). Twenty-seven states have enacted
official English legislation (Berube, 2000).
Advocation of English-only or official English legislation may be one indication of
an ideology of monolingualism in the U.S. In a monolingual English ideology, “language
diversity is viewed as imported” (Wiley & Lukes, 1996, p. 519). Language diversity, in
other words, is a foreign influence brought to the U.S. by outsiders. A monolingual
ideology also “equates the acquisition of English with patriotism and Americanization”
(Wiley & Lukes, 1996, p. 519). Such an ideology portrays “language diversity as an alien
and divisive force” (p. 511). Tollefson’s (1989) study of the U.S. government’s
resettlement of Indochinese refugees illustrates a clear policy of re-education of refugees
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for life as Americans. The Americanization of the refugees in Tollefson’s study consisted
of linguistic and cultural assimilation. Refugees’ native languages, in particular, were
viewed by U.S workers in the refugee camps as a necessary sacrifice for immigrants to
make in exchange for membership in U.S. society.
The majority of Americans’ assumptions about dominant and minority languages
in the U.S. today are indicative of a monolingual ideology (McGroarty, 2002). Four
assumptions, as identified by Kloss (Wiley & Lukes, 1996) undergird a monolingual
ideology. First, native languages must be sacrificed as a form of payment for the benefits
newcomers receive in their new country. Second, because newcomers will prosper in the
new country, they should willingly surrender their native languages without rancor.
Third, those newcomers who wish to maintain their cultural and linguistic ties to their
native countries will suffer isolation in the receiving country. Fourth, the receiving
country should “require linguistic assimilation” (p. 521) in order to neutralize division
created by native language maintenance.
Becoming English monolinguals, however, may not be enough to grant newcomers
full participation in the receiving society. NNESs who sacrifice their native languages
may continue to face exclusion and discrimination. Wiley and Lukes argue that exclusion
and discrimination stem from more than language difference. Matters of race and attitudes
toward immigration are interwoven with matters of language. Olsen (1996) supports
Wiley and Lukes’ hypothesis with data from her ethnography of the Americanization
experiences of immigrant students in an urban high school in California.
Immigrants learn that to become English speaking is not sufficient for membership
in this new society. They must cease using their mother tongue in public places
and must give up their national identities as a condition of being accepted as
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“American.” Immigrants face what feels to them to be polar choices between
being accepted by becoming as American as possible (which includes becoming
racialized into the lower echelons of an American hierarchy, and giving up their
own nation and language identities) versus remaining marginalized and holding to
their traditional cultural forms (national identity, home language and home
culture). (Olsen, 1996, p. 24)
Pull-out ESL, as discussed above, is employed as the most common type of language
service, at least in part, because it advocates the rapid acquisition of English (Berube,
2000). At the same time, pull-out ESL typically does not offer native language support.
Pull-out ESL, then, may be an extension of the American ideology of English
monolingualism because it enforces linguistic assimilation at the expense of ELLs’ native
language. Only through linguistic assimilation and the loss of their native language as a
classroom resource can ELLs in pull-out programs achieve academic success. Ways that
schools enforce linguistic assimilation may include restricting ELLs’ access to native
language materials, failing to offer ELLs flexible pathways to academic success, and failing
to provide training to mainstream teachers of ELLs.
The next section examines the experiences of mainstream teachers of English
language learners through a review of research studies into the schooling experiences of
ELLs. The experiences of classroom teachers have been examined primarily as a side
issue in most of the studies reviewed here. However, these studies provide a glimpse into
the classroom teachers’ experiences with ELLs, including some preliminary investigation
into teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion, teachers’ perceptions of their
roles in the education of ELLs, teachers’ acceptance or rejection of a monolingual
ideology, and the educational systems in which teachers work.
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Mainstream Teachers of English Language Learners
Introduction
A growing number of studies have called for further research into the experiences
of mainstream teachers of ELLs in North American classrooms (Clair, 1995; Toohey
1998; Verplaetse, 1998; Youngs, 1999). The primary focus of many of these studies has
been the experience of the ELL or the experience of the ESL teacher. Much insight into
the realities of schooling for the language minority student and the roles teachers play in
that schooling has been gained through these studies. Toohey’s (1998) study, for
example, illustrates the destructive ways in which the structure of mainstream classrooms
can inadvertently strip ELLs of equal access to educational opportunities, even in the
classrooms of well-intentioned teachers. Despite Toohey’s contributions and the insights
of other researchers, an important perspective in the education of language minority
students has largely been overlooked. The perspective of mainstream teachers needs to
be more fully articulated.
A second gap in research on mainstream teachers of ESL students is the lack of
voices from high school classrooms. Toohey’s study, like much of the research on ELLs
in North American public schools to date, was conducted at the elementary school level.
High schools, however, differ from elementary and middle schools in significant ways: the
cognitive abilities of the students, the structure of the school day (Roessingh and Field,
2000), and the covert tracking system that becomes increasingly solidified in secondary
schools (Fu, 1995; Harklau, 1994). The insights gained in these studies, as well as those
gained in the germinal studies of mainstream high school teachers of ELLs (Clair 1995; Fu,
1995; Harklau, 1994; Harklau, 2000; Schmidt, 2000; Verplaetse, 1998; Youngs, 1999;
Youngs & Youngs, 2001) are summarized below.
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Teachers’ individual attitudes and perceptions represent the most local level of
language policy. These views may be informed by national and statewide policy in
education and language, the community in which teachers practice, teachers’
understandings of their roles as educators, and a prevailing ideology of monolingualism in
the U.S. Teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of the inclusion of ELLs in their classrooms
provide a point of entry for the examination of their perspectives.
Previous ESL Inclusion Studies
Preliminary measurements of attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion have
been conducted both quantitatively and qualitatively. The only quantitative study
present in the literature on U.S. secondary school teachers’ attitudes and perceptions was
conducted in 1999 by Cheryl Youngs as a part of her primarily qualitative dissertation
study entitled Mainstreaming the marginalized: Secondary mainstream teachers’
perceptions of ESL students. The quantitative study, a brief 13-question survey, reported
teachers’ attitudes toward ESL inclusion as either positive or negative and did not deeply
explore the roots of teachers’ attitudes toward ESL inclusion. Youngs surveyed middle
school teachers on their degree of enthusiasm toward receiving more ELLs in their classes.
One of the three questions used to gauge the nature of teachers’ attitudes was “If you
were told that you could expect two or three ESL students in one of your classes next
year, how would you describe you reaction? Very pleased, moderately pleased, neutral,
moderately displeased, or very displeased” (p. 200). Participants’ overall attitudes
toward ESL inclusion in mainstream classrooms were found to be neutral to slightly
positive. Attitudes toward ESL inclusion were described in Youngs’ quantitative study
only as positive or negative. In subsequent reports of her data, Youngs and Youngs
(2001) link teachers’ attitudes toward ESL inclusion to predictor variables. Youngs and
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Youngs found the following variables to be significantly correlated to a positive attitude
toward ESL inclusion: ESL training, personal experience with other cultures, contact with
ESL students, and gender. Those teachers with training in ESL education, extensive
personal experiences with other cultures, and extensive contact with ESL students, held
the most positive attitudes toward ESL inclusion. Female teachers were also more likely
than male teachers to have a positive attitude.
The qualitative part of Youngs’ (1999) study, like other qualitative studies into
the ESL inclusion experience, delved more deeply into the factors (historical, cultural, and
personal) that informed teachers’ attitudes and perceptions. Two general categories of
attitudes and perceptions emerged from these studies: teachers’ attitudes and perceptions
of the structural issues involved in the inclusion of ELLs in mainstream classes and
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ELLs and their education. Structural issues
included the constraints and expectations imposed by teachers’ educational systems such
as lack of time, training, and support, as well as mandated standardized tests and district
or state curriculum requirements. Attitudes and perceptions of ELLs and their education
included teachers’ perceptions of ELLs as cultural and linguistic newcomers, as well as
teachers’ perceptions of appropriate instruction and expectations for ELLs. Teachers’
conceptions of their role in the education of ELLs were also included in the latter
category.
Structural Issues
Time is a major concern for mainstream teachers of English language learners
(Verplaetse, 1998; Youngs, 1999). With schedules stretched to the limits, teachers are
frustrated with the demands placed on them by their institutions. Even the most
welcoming teacher may feel resentment when an ELL is enrolled in her/his class because
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of the lack of time teachers are given to adequately prepare for students’ needs. The
individual attention ELLs often require takes more time than even the most sympathetic
teacher may be able to afford. “What happens when all of my time is spent on redoing
tests and assignments for all of the special needs students (including ESL students)?
What then happens to the mainstream students? They also deserve my time and
attention” (Youngs, 1999, p. 112). Another of Youngs’ participants explained:
Every year you have kids with different problems, different things that
have to be focused on. I don’t know whose job it is...but the facts are the
teachers don’t have time for individualized plans for their kids. You know,
you may take your special services kids, aside from those kids, there are
still kids in here besides those that need other kinds of modifications and
other changes...Every kid should have something that fits for them, but
that is not public school. (p. 113)
Modifying assignments, meeting with ELLs after class, finding interpreters to
communicate with ELLs’ parents, and meeting with the ESL teachers to discuss ELLs’
progress all require time, time that teachers report they simply do not have.
In addition to a chronic lack of time, teachers are also frustrated by feelings of
inadequacy when working with ELLs. This inadequacy may stem from a lack of training
and support. The teachers in Youngs’ (1999) study reported minimal contact with the
ESL teacher, an absence of pre-service or in-service training for teaching ELLs, and
confusion over where to turn for help in instructing ELLs. One of Youngs’ participants
summed up her disorientation:
I can’t say that I’ve ever been given any instruction or given any, like,
checklist or any kind of guide to let me know what or where he [an ESL
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student] should be at a certain point in time. No, I have no idea. (p. 115)
A number of other studies have also reported teachers’ feelings of unpreparedness to
teach ESL students (Clair, 1995; Harklau, 1994; Verplaetse, 1998).
Lack of training in educating linguistic minority youth is endemic across the U.S.,
but rural and small urban school districts and their teachers may be particularly
unprepared (U.S. Department of Education, 1996). Those ELLs who find their way to
rural or small urban schools are much more likely to have teachers unprepared for their
arrival. For example, only 14.8% of mathematics teachers whose classes contain fewer
than 10% ELLs, have received training in ELL education. Teachers of other subject areas
have received training in similarly small numbers. These statistics from the U.S.
Department of Education suggest that school districts’ and teacher education programs’
ambivalence toward providing adequate linguistic minority training for their teachers, even
in the face of growing ELL populations and increasing teacher confusion, may be a
continuing trend.
Subject area teachers may also believe that ELLs have been misplaced in their
mainstream classes. A participant in Youngs’ study (1999) felt this way. “He [ESL
student] shouldn’t even be in my class at this point” (Youngs, 1999, p.84). The
placement, this middle school teacher believed, was a mistake and asked too much of a
teacher with dozens of other students needing his attention. Teachers’ perception of ESL
inclusion as a misplacement may stem from teachers’ lack of time and training to work
with ELLs. Alternately, teachers may feel that the ESL teacher is primarily responsible
for the education of ELLs.
The marginality of the ESL program, its teachers, and its students has been
identified in several studies (Harklau, 1999; Harklau, 2000; Youngs, 1999), and the ESL
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program’s marginal position within the school may influence teachers’ attitudes and
perceptions of ESL inclusion. Building administrators and policy makers too often
overlook the challenges that the inclusion of ELLs bring to all school personnel involved
(Gonzalez & Darling-Hammond, 1997). Mainstream teachers’ perceptions of the ESL
program at their school may be influenced by the attitude the administration displays
toward the ELL population, from denying teachers of ELLs more planning time to failing
to arrange adequate facilities for ESL classes. One telling indicator of the importance
school administration places on ELLs’ education has been the learning space allotted to
ESL classes within a school. Small programs in particular are prone to relegate ESL
classes to storage rooms, noisy cafeterias, or cramped offices (Berube, 2000). The value
school administrations place on educating ELLs may influence their teachers' attitudes and
perceptions of ESL inclusion in mainstream classrooms.
All of the above structural issues may have lead some mainstream teachers to hold
a negative attitude toward ESL inclusion. Some teachers have actively resisted the
inclusion of ESL students in their classrooms. For example, in Danling Fu’s book, My
Trouble is My English, a mainstream teacher repeatedly complained that the inclusion of
an ELL was extremely inconvenient. “According to his real ability, he can barely be
placed in high school. I don’t understand why they put him in my class...I am a high
school English teacher, and I am supposed to teach literature. I don’t know how to deal
with this kind of student” (1995, p. 133-134). The teacher became unwilling to allow the
ELL to remain in his class, and the ELL was moved to a lower-level class. As this
example illustrates, responsibility for the education of ELLs may be viewed by
mainstream teachers as the purview of someone else. Teachers may consider, for
instance, the ESL teachers as more responsible for the education of ELLs than mainstream
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teachers. A participant ESL teacher in Harklau’s (2000) study of high school ELLs spoke
of her mainstream colleagues’ belief that she, the ESL teacher, was primarily responsible
for ELLs. “If it’s a fight, a pregnancy, or an award, they just come and get me” (p. 45).
ELLs as Cultural and Linguistic Newcomers
Previous research studies into the mainstreaming of ELLs exhibit patterns in
teachers’ attitudes toward ELLs and ELLs’ identities as cultural and linguistic newcomers.
This section reviews teachers’ attitudes and perceptions immigrants, immigration, ELLs’
native languages, English, and second language acquisition processes.
Recent research on the second wave of immigration in the late 21st century has
uncovered beliefs that today's immigrants are anti-assimilation and reluctant to learn
English (Veltman, 2000; Walqui, 2000). Immigrants’ countries of origin in the second
wave of immigration differ from the first wave in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.
While the first wave consisted primarily of European immigrants, the second wave of
immigrants are typically from Latin America or Southeast Asia. Gonzalez and DarlingHammond (1997) point out that, in some ways, the second wave of immigrants also
differs from the first wave in their attitudes toward assimilation. European immigrants of
the late 19th and early 20th centuries were typically willing to give up much of their
native cultures to fit into their new country. Immigrants today, according to Gonzalez
and Darling-Hammond, are more likely to adopt an acculturation attitude. Acculturation
differs from assimilation in its maintenance of ties to the native culture. Differences in the
circumstances of immigration from the first wave to the second wave of immigrants have
encouraged an acculturation attitude in the latter. Communication technology such as the
internet may allow recent immigrants to maintain closer ties to their native cultures
(Gonzalez & Darling-Hammond, 1997). An attitude of acculturation, despite a prevalent
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belief to the contrary, is not synonymous with immigrants’ desire to isolate themselves
from the mainstream in the U.S. or from adopting an “American” identity. However,
resistance to assimilation by immigrants’ maintenance of native language and / or native
cultural norms has been interpreted as newcomers’ attempts to disassociate themselves
from their new culture.
Although maintenance of ELLs’ native languages is perceived by some as a
rejection of American values, Veltman (2000) offered evidence contrary to the belief that
immigrants resist learning English. Using supporting data from the 1990 census, Veltman
revealed that English typically became the primary language of immigrant families within
two generations, a shorter time span than that observed for the first wave of immigration.
“The data show extreme willingness on the part of new immigrants, particularly those in
their prime years of schooling, not only to learn English rapidly but also to make it their
principal language of communication” (p. 90-91).
The sacrifice of immigrants’ native language has been viewed as a necessary rite of
passage in the U.S. In her ethnography of the schooling experiences of high school
immigrant newcomers, Olsen (1996) observed how “‘American’ students and teachers
collude in establishing the criteria of English fluency for participation in their school
world” (p. 25). Most newcomers in this school accepted the proposition that English
proficiency would bring them full participation in the school world. The immigrant
students worked diligently to learn English and only gradually became aware that their
English-for-participation bargain was fraudulent.
And so English becomes the measure of de-nationalization and the explicitly
acknowledged path to citizenship and participation. To the degree people hold
onto this notion, it denies the reality that students [come to] see so clearly, that
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taking one’s place in the racial order is the measure of arrival on the American
map. The racial project of the school becomes obscured behind the ideology of
diversity and the focus upon learning English as the only barrier to participation.
(p. 25-26)
Tollefson identified a second rite of passage for immigrants to the U.S. In addition
to sacrificing their native languages and “taking one’s place in the racial order” (Olsen
1996, p. 25), immigrants are expected to gratefully accept low-paying employment.
“Good immigrants assimilate into the minimum-wage workplace by accepting their
subservient position, along with the myth that they will prosper through hard work and
perseverance” (1989, p. 58). Although Tollefson studied the education of refugees
preparing to come the U.S. and not the education of immigrant high school students in the
U.S., the rite of passage he identified has been observed in American classrooms. Harklau
(1994, 1999), for example, has noted the overrepresentation of ELLs in vocational track
classes. These classes prepare students for entry into the labor force upon graduation
rather than for university. Gonzalez and Darling-Hammond (1997) have likewise
observed “a pervasive view of immigrants as a class of unskilled workers” (p. 9) in U.S.
schools today.
In addition to problematic assumptions about rites of passage for newcomers to
the U.S., teachers may make assumptions about ELLs based on incomplete
understandings of second language acquisition processes. As the quote from Schmidt’s
(2000) study at the beginning of this chapter illustrates, beliefs about the processes of
learning a second language may negatively cloud teachers’ perceptions of the school-aged
language learner. Schmidt’s middle school teacher supposed that ELLs must have been
pretending they didn’t understand English. The folk belief that learning English is only a
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matter of briefly immersing school-aged learners in the target language may color teachers’
attitudes toward ELLs and the “special breaks” (Schmidt, 2000, p. 125) they receive.
The idea that ELLs’ native language is only a crutch that inhibits the acquisition of
English has been found to be well-ingrained in many English monolinguals (Walqui, 2000).
A third second language acquisition myth is the belief that the greater the amount of
English input, the more quickly ELLs will acquire the language. Krashen (1985) argues
that too much input can overwhelm the language learner.
Such misconceptions about the nature of second language acquisition may lead
subject area teachers to develop erroneous perceptions of ELLs. For example, teachers
have been found to confuse ELLs’ language proficiency with cognitive ability (Clair 1995;
Harklau, 2000; Walqui, 2000). The findings of Harklau’s 1994 study and Verplaetse’s
1998 study of interaction patterns between high school teachers and mainstreamed ESL
students suggest that teachers frequently underestimate students’ language ability and
consequently their cognitive ability. Mistaking students’ inability to produce long,
complex utterances for a symptom of miscomprehension, teachers can easily misread the
cognitive abilities of their ELLs. Conversely, some ELLs’ adept conversational ability
has been mistaken for a higher degree of English proficiency than the ELLs possessed
(Walqui, 2000). ELLs who are relative old-timers in their schools, those who have been in
U.S. schools 6 months or longer, may have gained BICS, or basic interpersonal skills
(Cummins, 1980). One of Youngs’ teacher participants observed, “Just because they
speak fluent English doesn’t mean they are ready for the concepts at a certain level” (p.
86). The students this teacher spoke of may have been lacking CALP, or cognitive
academic language proficiency (Cummins, 1980). Cummins hypothesized that CALP
takes 7 to 10 years to acquire at grade level while BICS can take as little as 6 months.
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Students’ mastery of BICS may lead teachers to conclude that their conversant ELLs’
difficulties with content are not a linguistic but a cognitive problem. Basic understandings
of second language theory could prevent this misconception.
Significance of Teachers’ Attitudes and Perceptions of ESL Inclusion
Teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ELLs and ESL inclusion can have a
significant impact on the educational experiences and opportunities of ELLs. In her study
of the identity and representation of ESL students, Harklau (2000) observed that
“educators are more able than their students to impose their perspectives and viewpoints
as commonsense” (p. 40). Cummins (2000), in his discussion of power relations in
classrooms, also asserted that the “interactions between educators, students, and
communities are never neutral; in varying degrees, they either reinforce coercive relations
of power or promote collaborative relations of power” (p. 254). Teachers may not
acknowledge, or even recognize, the power they hold in the classroom, but their power
may be keenly felt by their students (Delpit, 1995).
Teachers often have the power to alter the course of ELLs’ educational paths.
Tracking offers a clear example of how teachers’ attitudes and perceptions can
dramatically influence the educational opportunities of ELLs. Tracking places students
into ability groups: the high, academic track or the low, vocational track. The rigidity of
the tracking system discourages movement between the vocational and the academic
because of the oppositional types of instruction employed in the two tracks (Harklau,
1994). Low tracks are typically skills based and high tracks rely on more abstract
knowledge that require critical thinking of its students. Therefore, the longer a student has
stayed in the low track the farther behind s/he has fallen from the students in the academic
track. As discussed above, educators have been found to confuse ELLs’ English language
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ability with their cognitive ability (Clair 1995; Harklau, 2000; Walqui, 2000). Teachers
who perceive the cognitive ability of their ELLs to be low based on analyses that are
English-language dependent may recommend lower track placement, and ELLs have been
found to be over-represented in the vocational track (Harklau, 1994, 1999). Even if ELLs
resist placement in the vocational track, their ability to alter the placement may be limited
by teachers or counselors. Harklau (1994) offered an example of two ELLs who
repeatedly requested transfers from the vocational to the academic track. Their advisor,
however, perceived their academic capabilities to be too low. “I have a feeling, though,
sometimes, they’re kind of overachievers. They feel like they can do better than they’re
doing. And that’s OK, you know, but sometimes it’s a little unrealistic” (p. 235). This
educator’s perception of the ELLs’ abilities, accurate or not, effectively denied the ELLs
access to the educational opportunities afforded only to academic track students.
Teachers as Americanization Agents
Teaching is “a highly situated and highly interpretative activity that requires
teachers to figure out what to do about a particular topic, with a particular group of
students, in a particular time and place.” (Johnson, 2002, p. 1). Teachers are both
representatives of the educational systems in which they work and free agents making
relatively independent educational decisions. While teachers can form, or at least impact,
the educational opportunities ELLs are afforded, Henry Giroux argues against the
underestimation of “the structural and ideological constraints under which teachers labor”
(1992, p. 1). Standardized testing, the tracking system, and an ideology of
monolingualism are a few of the constraints that may bind teachers. As objects of the
systems in which they work, mainstream teachers of ELLs have expressed frustration
with lack of time, training and support to work with ELLs.
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As the above review of the literature illustrates, teachers are also policy-makers in
their own classrooms. Within the constraints of their educational systems, teachers, as
individual decision-makers, choose language policy for their classrooms, develop and
perpetuate representations of good newcomers, and infuse their practice with their beliefs
about appropriate education for all students.
The study of teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ELLs and their inclusion in
mainstream classrooms highlights teachers’ perception of their roles as educators. While
Dauenhauer (1996) conceives of education in a democratic state as a balancing act between
preserving a society’s unity and respecting its diversity, teachers’ attitudes and
perceptions of ESL inclusion center on their role in preserving unity. Many of the
mainstream teachers of ELLs in the studies above accepted their role in the
Americanization of linguistic and cultural newcomers, a role that appears to be enforced
by their educational institutions.
Teachers as “culture-makers” (Olsen, 1996), as agents of Americanization,
promote unity through the standardization of an American identity. This identity is an
English monolingual identity. It is also a white identity which accepts a representation of
immigrants as hardworking, assimilation-minded, and willing to assume a lowered position
in the racial and socioeconomic hierarchy. Through this framework of teachers as
Americanizers, the seemingly divergent attitudes expressed by Harklau’s and Schmidt’s
teachers at the beginning of this review of the literature are not necessarily oppositional.
Both attitudes could stem from a shared belief: newcomers should adopt an American
identity. Harklau’s teacher identified ELLs in her experience as “good kids,” as “an
inspiration for EVERYONE” (2000, p.46). They were newcomers who fit in by learning
English, and were considered by teachers to be “hardworking, highly motivated students
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who triumphed over adversity.” The ELLs in Harklau’s study largely embraced their
institutions representation of them as the good kids. Schmidt’s teacher identified ELLs as
“disrespectful” (2000, p. 125) by pretending not to understand English. The teacher saw
these students demanding special breaks when all they needed was to be treated like
everyone else. In this teacher’s view, they were newcomers, who resisted
Americanization by refusing to adopt English as their primary language, therefore
demanding special treatment. Both attitudes toward ELLs, ELLs as good kids and ELLs
as disrespectful, may originate from a belief in the necessity of the rapid assimilation of
cultural and linguistic newcomers into American society through the acceptance of the
good immigrant identity. This identity includes native language sacrifice and acceptance
of a lowered position on the racial and socioeconomic hierarchy. Even teachers with
seemingly divergent views on ELLs may share a belief in the appropriateness of “the new
Americanization project of the schools” (Olsen, 1996, p. 23) and teachers’ role in that
project.

Summary
The study of the attitudes and perceptions of mainstream teachers of ELLs is
under developed, particularly in secondary school settings. The examination of the ESL
inclusion experiences of teachers is critical for uncovering the implicit assumptions and
beliefs that guide teachers’ work with an ever-increasing population of linguistic and
cultural newcomers to American schools. Although germinal studies into ESL inclusion
provide valuable insight, more information on teachers of ELLs is necessary to understand
both teachers’ and students’ schooling experiences.
This chapter presented a review of recent literature on the experiences of
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mainstream subject area teachers of ELLs. The next chapter will outline the methods of
the present study.
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CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Introduction
This chapter presents the methods and procedures employed in this study. The
research question guiding the study is reviewed, followed by a description of the
participants, the study’s instrumentation, a list of the procedures, and a description of
the data analyses.
Research Question
The methods and procedures of this study were designed to answer the following
research question: what are high school teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of the
inclusion of ESL students in their subject area classes. Perceptions, in this study, were
defined as what teachers believed to be true about the inclusion of ESL students in
mainstream classes. Attitudes, in this study, were defined as how teachers felt about ESL
inclusion. Sapsford (1999) defines attitudes as “feelings about or reactions toward” (p.
140) a phenomenon. Perceptions answered the question, what do teachers believe about
ESL inclusion. Attitudes answered the question, how do teachers feel about ESL
inclusion. The distinction between attitudes and perceptions is subtle. Attitudes and
perceptions are not easily separated. For this reason, attitudes and perceptions were
studied simultaneously in this study.
The exploratory nature of the study lent itself to both quantitative and qualitative
research. Both methods were employed. Quantitatively, this study explored teachers’
attitudes and perceptions through a survey instrument (Appendix A) created by the
researcher. The quantitative inquiry surveyed a large sample (N = 279) of teachers and
gathered data that were intended to give insight into the general attitudes and perceptions
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of the teachers in the district of study toward the inclusion of ESL students in mainstream
classes. Qualitatively, this study explored four high school teachers’ personal experiences
with the inclusion of ELLs in their subject area classes.
Participants
The participants in this study were drawn from a population of high school,
subject area teachers. The school district of this study was located in the southeastern
United States. Subject area teachers, for the purposes of this study, were defined as
those who teach core or elective classes. Subject areas included mathematics, English,
science, social sciences, physical education, business, music, world languages, industrial
arts, and home ecology. Teachers who were not considered subject area teachers were
those who taught special needs classes (i.e. special education, talented and gifted, and
ESL). These are classes in which students are enrolled after being tested for
developmental, emotional or linguistic special needs.
Participants for the survey were chosen according to the school sites in which
they worked. The school district under study had 12 high schools; four of these were
chosen for inclusion in the study. The four chosen for this study were those with the
highest population of ESL students during the 2000-2001 school year (Knox County
Schools, 2001). School A enrolled 33 ESL students, School B enrolled 21 ESL students,
School C enrolled 18 ESL students, and School D enrolled 16 ESL students (Table 1).
High schools with the largest ESL student populations were chosen in order to access the
largest number of teachers who had experienced the inclusion of ESL students in their
classes. The remaining eight high schools in this district enrolled six or fewer ESL
students in 2000-2001; these schools were excluded from the study because the teachers
at these schools may have had little firsthand knowledge of ESL inclusion. All subject
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Table 1
Student Enrollment
Total Enrollment

ESL Students

NELB Students

ESL & NELB

Number (%)

Number (%)

Number (%)

School A

1753

32 (1.8%)

33 (1.9%)

65 (3.7%)

School B

1296

21 (1.6%)

21 (1.6%)

42 (3.2%)

School C

1472

16 (1.1%)

16 (1.1%)

32 (2.2%)

School D

2017

14 (0.7%)

18 (0.9%)

32 (1.6%)

52,072

762 (1.5%)

616 (1.2%)

1378 (2.6%)

District-wide

Note. Total enrollment information provided by the State of Tennessee at http://www.k12.state.tn.us/rptcrd01. ESL and NELB enrollment information provided by Knox County Schools
(2001).

area teachers within the four chosen schools were invited to participate.
Purposive cluster sampling was the chosen sampling method (Babbie, 1990; Fink,
1995b). This method allowed the researcher to weight more heavily the responses of
subject area teacher with ESL inclusion experience by choosing school sites with the
largest ESL student enrollment. As the purpose of this study was to describe the
attitudes and perceptions of teachers toward the inclusion of ESL students, the researcher
purposefully chose school sites with the largest number of ESL students in order to
access participants with ESL inclusion experience. In addition, determining with accuracy
which teachers had experienced ESL inclusion at any time throughout their careers was
extremely difficult; therefore, purposive cluster sampling of high schools with high ESL
student enrollment offered the researcher the best access to experienced teachers.
To recruit participants for the qualitative inquiry, the researcher sent letters of
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invitation (Appendix B) to all subject area teachers at one school site, School D. This
school site was chosen from among the four high schools included in the survey, those
with the largest ESL populations in the district. One school site, rather than multiple
sites, was chosen in order to isolate one school culture. Elements of the school culture,
such as building-level administration or the role of the ESL teacher, could have impacted
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion. Therefore, choosing participants
from one school allowed the researcher to examine teachers’ attitudes and perceptions
within their school’s unique socio-cultural environment. The school site was chosen for
its large ESL population (14 in 2000-2001) and for the familiarity the researcher already
had with the school. The researcher served as an intern teacher supervisor at School D for
the 2001-2002 school year. None of the researcher’s intern teachers were included in the
qualitative inquiry. The researcher sent a letter (Appendix C) to the principal requesting
permission to invite teachers of the school to participate.
After gaining permission from the principal to invite teachers to participate in the
study, the researcher placed letters of invitation in the school mailboxes of all subject area
teachers. The letter invited interested teachers whose classes currently enrolled ESL
students to contact the researcher by telephone, e-mail, or post. No teachers responded
to the invitation. The researcher then obtained a list of subject area teachers whose
classes currently enrolled ESL students from the ESL teacher at the school site. The list
included 15 teachers from six subject areas: English, science, social sciences, vocational,
physical education, and business. In order to include participants from a variety of
subject areas, the researcher contacted one teacher from each discipline. The researcher
left telephone messages for the first teachers listed under each discipline. Five teachers
agreed to participate; one was excluded from the study because her classes did not enroll
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ESL students during the period of the study. Four teachers representing four subject
areas (English, business, social sciences, and science) participated in the qualitative study.
Instrumentation
This section details the creation and implementation of the two instruments used
in this study: a survey and an interview guide.
The Survey Instrument
Attitudes and perceptions “form a whole constellation of working rules about the
world and reactions to it” (Sapsford, 1999, p. 141). The study of attitudes through
survey research may be best approached through indirect questioning of respondents’
opinions, attitudes, perceptions, and beliefs. “A straightforward question can all too
easily evoke a rhetorical or ideological response, and this is often not what the research
requires” (p. 106). In consideration of the complexities of attitudinal survey research, the
present study utilized a survey comprised primarily of statements aimed at directly and
indirectly probing respondents’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion.
Because no appropriate instrument was found to measure teachers’ attitudes and
perceptions of ESL inclusion, the researcher constructed a survey for this study
(Appendix A). In designing the survey, the researcher relied upon the small number of
research studies present in the literature that explored the experiences of subject area
teachers of ESL students directly (Verplaestse, 1998; Youngs, 1999; Youngs & Youngs,
2001). The primary research methodologies employed in previous studies of ESL
inclusion were qualitative. In the development of the survey, therefore, the researcher
drew upon qualitative themes to develop a quantitative instrument. Although only a
limited number of studies focused on subject area teachers experiencing ESL inclusion as
the primary research purpose, several research studies explored the experiences of subject
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area teachers tangentially in their work (Fu, 1995; Harklau, 1994; Harklau, 2000; Walqui,
2000). All of these studies were examined to identify themes related to teachers’
attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion in mainstream classes. Six themes were
identified for exploration in the survey and the qualitative inquiry: 1) teachers’
perceptions of language acquisition processes, the roles of English and the ELLs’ native
language; 2) teachers’ perceptions of the need for coursework modifications for ESL
students, as well as their attitudes toward modification practices; 3) teachers’ attitudes
and perceptions of time constraints resulting from ESL inclusion; 4) teachers’ attitudes
and perceptions of appropriate training and support for working with ESL students; 5)
teachers’ perceptions of the educational environment resulting from ESL inclusion in
mainstream classes; and 6) teachers’ general attitudes toward ESL inclusion. The themes
are identified throughout this document by abbreviated labels as follows: 1) language,
2) modification, 3) time, 4) training and support, 5) educational environment, and 6)
general attitudes toward ESL inclusion. Following is a summary of categories of attitudes
and perceptions explored within each theme on the survey.
The first theme explored two categories of language attitudes and perceptions:
second language acquisition processes and the role each language should play, both
English and ELLs’ native language. In exploring participants’ perceptions of second
language acquisition processes, the survey questioned participants on the length of time
necessary for second language acquisition. In exploring the role of each language, the
survey examined participants’ attitudes and perceptions of the usefulness of ELLs’ native
language, and their attitudes toward legislation that would establish English as the official
language of the United States.
The second theme explored participants’ attitudes, perceptions, and practices of
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modification of coursework for ELLs. The survey quizzed participants on their
willingness to modify coursework and their perception of the difficulty of justifying
modifications for ELLs to English proficient students. The survey also asked
participants to report their perceptions of the appropriateness of four modification
practices as well as the frequency with which they employed three of the practices.
The third theme explored participants’ attitudes and perceptions of the time ESL
inclusion requires of teachers. First, participants were questioned on whether or not
teachers have enough time to deal with the needs of ESL students in mainstream classes.
Participants then reported how frequently ESL students required more of teachers’ time
and how frequently ESL inclusion slowed the progress of the entire class.
The fourth theme explored participants’ training experiences for working with
ESL students as well as participants’ perceptions of the adequacy of the support they
received for ESL inclusion from the school administration and ESL program. The survey
questioned participants on the adequacy of their training to work with ESL students and
their interest in receiving more training. The survey also asked participants to report how
often they received support from the school administration and the ESL teacher.
The fifth theme explored participants’ attitudes and perceptions of the
educational environment resulting from ESL inclusion in mainstream classes. The survey
asked participants to evaluate the positivity of the educational environment in classes
experiencing ESL inclusion. Participants were also questioned on the benefit of ESL
inclusion for all students.
The final theme explored participants’ general attitudes toward ESL inclusion by
asking participants to rate their degree of enthusiasm toward ESL inclusion in their
classes. The survey also addressed participants’ attitudes toward the inclusion of only
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those ESL students who had reached a minimum level of English proficiency.
A three-page survey was constructed to measure teachers’ attitudes and
perceptions of ESL inclusion through each of the six themes. Themes in attitudes and
perceptions with corresponding survey items are presented in Table 2.
The survey consisted of 38 items: 16 answerable on a four-point Likert
scale, 11 answerable using a frequency table, three open-ended items, and a set of eight
demographic questions (e.g. subject area, years of teaching experience, gender, second
language experience, and training in teaching ESL students. Section A of the survey used a
four-point Likert scale. Respondents were instructed to read a statement and check the
box which most closely represented their opinions: strongly agree, agree, disagree, or
strongly disagree. The items in this section were designed to probe the attitudes and
perceptions of all subject area teachers, including those with little or no experience with
ESL inclusion.

Table 2
Themes in Attitudes and Perceptions with Corresponding Survey Items
Survey Items
Themes
Time
Modification
Language
Educational Environment

Section A

Section B

6

6, 7, 8

7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12

1, 2, 3, 4, 5

4, 5, 16

3, 4

1, 2

Training and Support

13 ,14

General Attitude

3, 15
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9, 10, 11

Section B of the survey asked respondents to read a statement and check the box
which most closely represented the statement’s frequency in their classrooms: most or
all of the time, some of the time, or seldom or never. Section B was designed to
investigate the attitudes and perceptions of subject area teachers by discussing their direct
experiences with ESL inclusion. The items in this section explored strategies teachers
may have employed with their ESL students, perceptions teachers had of the potential
impact of ESL inclusion in their classrooms, and perceptions of the adequacy of the
support they received for ESL inclusion. Those participants whose classes never enrolled
ESL students were instructed to skip Section B and go to Section C.
Section C of the survey consisted of two open-ended items: 1) Please list what
you consider to be the greatest benefits of including ESL students in subject area classes,
and 2) Please list what you consider to be the greatest challenges of including ESL
students in subject area classes. These items served two purposes: to allow participants
to expand or clarify their responses in the previous two sections and to identify any
attitudes and perceptions the previous sections did not address.
Section D of the survey contained demographic questions which included
respondents’ subject areas, gender, years of teaching experience, native language, second
language proficiency, and types of language minority training. Demographic information
of the sample was gathered to provide a description of the sample.
Two pages were attached to the front of the survey: a cover letter (Appendix D)
and a list of definitions (Appendix E). The cover letter introduced the researcher and the
research study. It explained the purpose of the study and the procedures. An informed
consent statement was embedded within the letter explaining that participants’
completion of the survey constituted their informed consent. The letter concluded with
the researcher’s contact information. Participants were instructed to keep the cover letter
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for their records.
The list of definitions (Appendix E) included two terms: subject area teacher and
ESL student. These terms were operationalized to avoid ambiguity on the part of the
respondents. Every participant needed to share a definition of these two terms. Subject
area teachers were defined in this study as those who teach core and/or elective courses.
This excluded special education, talented and gifted, and ESL teachers, as well as school
counselors. Subject areas included, but were not limited to, math, science, English, social
sciences, physical education, music, home ecology, industrial arts, and world languages.
For the purposes of this study, ESL student was defined as a student whose English
language ability, in the participant’s view, impeded the student’s progress in subject area
coursework. An ESL student, in this definition, might or might not have been enrolled in
ESL classes. The definition of ESL student in the survey instrument differed slightly
from the definition of ESL student used in the dissertation document. In this document
ESL student is defined as a student currently enrolled in ESL classes. Participants,
however, might not have been aware of the ESL status of their students and might have
confused ELLs enrolled in ESL classes with NELB students not enrolled in ESL classes.
In order to operationalize the term ESL student, the researcher avoided using enrollment in
ESL classes as the criterion for defining ESL students.
The survey was piloted with 30 middle school, subject area teachers during a
faculty meeting. Although the pilot study population differed from the survey
population in terms of the age of the students, the procedures for administering the pilot
survey were nearly identical to the primary study. The middle school chosen for the
pilot study, like the chosen high schools, had one of the largest ESL populations (nine
during the 2000-2001 academic year) among the middle schools in this district (Knox
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County Schools, 2001).
The purpose of the pilot study was to verify the clarity of the instrument. The
survey was administered with a pilot study feedback sheet (Appendix F) and a cover
letter (Appendix G). This sheet asked respondents to evaluate the survey items for
clarity, appropriateness, and potential bias. The feedback sheet also asked participants
to estimate the length of time needed to complete the survey.
The pilot study revealed some participants’ dissatisfaction with the four-point
Likert scale in Section A. Six of the 30 respondents requested a neutral position to be
placed between agree and disagree. The scale, however, was not changed in the final
instrument because the addition of a neutral category might have allowed participants to
avoid expressing their opinions. Pilot participants also expressed some difficulty with
the term ESL student. Although a definition of the term was provided within the cover
letter, participants might have failed to read the letter thoroughly. To make the term more
prominent, the researcher pulled the terms ESL student and subject area teacher from the
cover letter and created a Definition of Terms list. The list was inserted between the cover
letter and the survey. Other comments on the feedback sheet included two requests for
Question 6, Section A to be worded less “bluntly” or “differently.” No change was made
to this item as the survey allowed participants to strongly disagree if they felt the
wording to be too strong. Three comments were also made concerning Question 16,
section A (I would support legislation making English the official language of the U.S.).
The first comment revealed a participant’s belief that English already was the official
language, the second described the item as “difficult to answer,” and the third questioned
the meaning of the term “official language.” No changes were made to the item, although
the addition of a “don’t know” category might have assisted respondents. Respondents
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reported an average completion time for the survey of 10 minutes.
The Qualitative Instrument
For the qualitative inquiry in this study, an interview guide (Appendix H) was
also designed around the six themes listed in the survey section above. The first question
on the interview guide gathered demographic information from the participants. This
information was similar to the demographics gathered on the survey: years of teaching
experience, subject areas taught, the number of ESL students enrolled in her/his classes,
and the nature of training each participant previously had for working with ESL students.
The remaining questions on the interview guide were designed to elicit detailed
responses regarding participants’ attitudes and perceptions of the inclusion of ESL
students in their classes. Questions 2 and 3 were similar to the open-ended items of
Section C on the survey instrument. These two questions explored participants’
perceptions of the challenges and benefits of ESL inclusion. Participants’ answers to
Questions 2 and 3 provided a deeper understanding of the themes around which the
survey was constructed. The data gathered in these two questions also revealed attitudes
and perceptions of ESL inclusion that were previously unidentified. Question 4 on the
interview guide, like Question 6 in Section D of the survey, asked participants to describe
any training they had received for working with ESL students. Question 4 explored the
roles training and support played in teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion.
Question 5 addressed the ways participants’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion
may have changed with time and experience. Finally, Question 6 explored techniques and
strategies participants found to be successful and/or unsuccessful when working with ESL
students. This question provided greater detail of teachers’ current attitudes and
perceptions. It also addressed how participants’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL
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inclusion may have changed or remained unchanged with time and experience.
One of the purposes of conducting interviews with participants in addition to
surveying participants for their attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion was for the
researcher to probe participants’ answers in an interview. Although many of the
interview questions were similar to questions on the survey, the interview setting allowed
the researcher to ask for clarification and expansion of the questions since the survey
instrument was limited in its ability to elicit clarification. Interviews also generated data
that have a high degree of validity because interviewees’ responses could be immediately
clarified by the researcher. Furthermore, the interactivity of an interview lessened the
likelihood of the misinterpretation of participants’ responses.
A second purpose for interviewing participants was the ability to identify
attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion not identified in previous research, and
therefore, to identify attitudes and perceptions not explored in the survey instrument.
Procedures
Permission was gained from a number of offices before data was gathered. First,
the researcher requested permission to conduct the qualitative study from both Offices of
Research at The University of Tennessee and school district of this study. Permission
was granted on the researcher’s Form B for The University of Tennessee on August 22,
2001 and from the school district on August 9, 2001. Second, the researcher sought
permission to distribute the survey in the schools of this study through the district’s
Office of Research. Permission was granted on December 12, 2001. A Form A was then
submitted to the College of Education at The University of Tennessee requesting
exemption from the IRB process. Exemption was granted on January 15, 2002. Finally,
written approval was obtained from each of the principals of the four schools chosen for
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inclusion in this study before the survey was administered.
The Survey
In order to be granted permission to administer the survey in each of the four
schools, the researcher sent letters of invitation (Appendix I) and copies of the survey to
the principals of each school. The letter requested that principals grant permission to
conduct the survey by contacting the researcher. Two principals (Schools B and C)
contacted the researcher within one week, and dates for the administration of the survey
were set for January 18th and February 18th, 2002. One week after the initial letters
were sent, the researcher contacted the third and fourth principals’ offices by telephone.
Two weeks after the letters were sent and one week after the initial telephone call, a
follow-up letter (Appendix J) was sent to the third and fourth principals. The third
principal (School D) agreed to allow the researcher to administer the survey, and the
administration date was set for February 5th, 2002. Three weeks after the initial letter
was sent, the researcher contacted the fourth principal’s office by telephone again and
sent an e-mail message (Appendix K) requesting permission to administer the survey.
The fourth principal (School A) contacted the researcher, and February 18th was
subsequently set for the survey’s administration.
Quantitative survey packets containing the cover letter, the list of definitions, and
the survey were distributed to participants during faculty meetings on the dates listed
above. The researcher was present during the administration of the surveys at Schools B,
C, and D. As faculty meetings were held simultaneously in two school sites (School A
and School C), the researcher hired a proxy to administer the instrument in School A.
Denise Ousley, a doctoral candidate in English Education at The University of Tennessee,
served as the researcher’s proxy at School A on February 18th, 2002. Verbal instructions
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given by the survey administrators (the researcher and the proxy) were minimal. The
survey administrators instructed teachers to read the cover letter and the list of
definitions, thanked the teachers for their participation, and asked participants to place
completed surveys in the box provided at the meeting. When participants approached the
researcher or proxy with questions regarding specific items on the survey, she instructed
participants to refer only to the written items for clarification. Only one participant
approached the researcher with a question about a survey item. No participants
approached the proxy with similar questions.
The return rate for the survey was calculated by dividing the number of returned
surveys by the number of subject area teachers in attendance at the meeting. Before
administering the survey, the researcher or proxy asked for the participation of only
subject area teachers. Teachers who identified themselves as non-subject area teachers
were not given a survey, and they were not counted when calculating the survey’s return
rate.
Because the survey was administered to teachers during a professional meeting, no
follow-up letters were sent. The cover letter contained the researcher’s contact
information for those respondents who either did not complete the instrument during the
meeting or who wished to later contact the researcher for further information.
The Qualitative Inquiry
The qualitative methodologies chosen for this study were interview and
observation. Each of the four subject area teacher participating in the qualitative study
were interviewed, at a minimum, twice and observed twice. Two participants were
observed three times instead of two, and one participant was interviewed three times
instead of two. These additional observations and interviews were necessary when
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observation or interview times were too short to complete the objectives of the
observation or interview. Interviews lasted 15 to 35 minutes.
During the first interview, the researcher followed an interview guide (Appendix
J) which asked participants about their experiences with ESL students, the challenges and
potential benefits of ESL inclusion, strategies that had been successful or unsuccessful
with ESL students, and the adequacy of the training and support participants received for
ESL inclusion. The interviews also identified some demographic information of the
participants. This information included years of teaching, subject areas taught, number of
ELLs taught, and educational background. All interviews were conducted by the
researcher, and all interviews were audio-taped. The researcher later transcribed each
interview from the audio tape for analysis.
The initial interview was followed by two to three classroom observations. Each
observation was the length of one block period, 90 minutes. During these observations
the researcher scripted the class with particular attention given to the interaction between
the teacher and the ESL students. The purposes of the observations were to reveal
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion that had not been discussed in the
interviews and to generate questions for the second interview.
The second and, in the case of one participant, the third interviews, were
conducted after both classroom observations. The purposes of the second interview were
to address questions on the interview guide that were not answered in the first interview,
to explore new attitudes and perceptions exposed during the observations, and to more
deeply explore participants’ attitudes and perceptions previously identified in the first
interview.
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Data Analysis
In order to answer the research question, what are teachers’ attitudes and
perceptions of ESL inclusion, the survey data were analyzed descriptively. Univariate
analyses of the survey data, analyses providing an “examination of the distribution of
cases on only one variable at a time” (Babbie, 1990, p. 247), identified participants’
attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion according to the strength of participants’
(dis)agreement with the survey items. Each survey item corresponded to an attitude or
perception of ESL inclusion identified or suggested by previous research studies as
described in the review of the literature (Table 2). The univariate analyses employed
were frequency distributions, percentages, measures of central tendency, and standard
deviations.
In order to perform these analyses, each response in the Likert scale of Section A
and the frequency scale of Section B were assigned a numeric value. In Section A strongly
disagree = 1, disagree = 2, agree = 3, and strongly agree = 4. In Section B the category
seldom or none = 1, some of the time = 2, and most or all of the time = 3. Each
participant’s responses for Sections A and B were entered into the computer program
SPSS, using the values described above, in order to calculate frequencies (modes) and
percentages. Means and standard deviations were also calculated for responses to
Section A.
All yes / no answers on the survey were entered into SPSS with the code yes = 1
and no = 2. These questions included Numbers 4, 5, and 6 in Section D and Number 1 at
the top of page 2. Question 3 in Section D was coded male = 1 and female = 2. The sub
question of Number 5, Section D was coded beginner = 1, intermediate = 2, and advanced
= 3. Frequencies and percentages were calculated for these questions.
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Three survey questions required respondents to provide a numeric value:
Numbers 2 and 3 between Section A and B and Number 2 in Section D. The numeric
value given by each respondent was entered directly into SPSS and frequencies,
percentages, means, and standard deviations were calculated. Responses to items which
were written as a range were recorded as the average of the range limits. For example, a
response of “20-30” for the question “approximately how many ESL students have
enrolled in your classes throughout your teaching career?” was recorded as 25 in SPSS.
Within the demographic questions in Section D, two questions asked respondents
to write in their answers: Number 1 and the second part of Number 6. Responses to
number 1 were entered into SPSS according to the numbers assigned to each subject area.
Number assignments for subject areas included: English = 1, mathematics = 2, natural and
physical sciences = 3, social studies and social sciences = 4, vocational education,
industrial arts, and home ecology = 5, business = 6, art and music = 7, world language = 8,
and physical education and health = 9. The second half of Question 6 asked respondents
who had received training in working with ESL students to describe the type of training
they received. Categories and numbers assigned to the types of training included:
university coursework = 1, in-service training = 2, both university coursework and inservice training = 3. Frequencies and percentages for both questions were calculated.
The survey contained three items which allowed respondents to write an extended
answer: Questions 1 and 2 in Section C and the final question in Section D. All
responses to these questions were transcribed to a word processing document. The
responses were read twice and patterns in responses were noted. For Question 1, which
asked for a list of benefits to ESL inclusion, one pattern was the large number of
responses listing cultural benefits for English proficient students as a benefit of ESL
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inclusion. Patterns were given a label, or code. Resulting codes for Question 1 were
cultural benefits for English proficient students, linguistic benefits for ELLs, cultural
benefits for ELLs, not benefits of ESL inclusion, the benefit of ELLs serving as a model
for English proficient students. The researcher read the responses to Question 1 a third
time and labeled each item participants’ lists with one of the above codes. This process
was repeated with Question 2 in section C, which asked respondents for a list of
challenges to ESL inclusion in mainstream classes. Codes that emerged from Question 2
included the language barrier, lack of time, a poor educational environment, ELLs’ limited
schooling, difficulty assessing ELLs, difficulty modifying coursework for ELLs, and lack
of training and support for ESL inclusion. Responses to the final item in Section D,
which allowed respondents to make additional comments on ESL inclusion in mainstream
classes, were analyzed in the same manner. Codes that emerged from this item included
cultural benefits for English proficient students, support for English language legislation,
success stories of ELLs and ELLs lack of effort.
The qualitative data were also analyzed for participants’ attitudes and perceptions
of ESL inclusion. Once the interview data were transcribed from audiotapes, the
researcher read the transcripts and noted patterns in attitudes and perceptions. The
transcripts were imported into the qualitative software program NUD*IST to facilitate
the creation of codes for the data. Each transcript was read twice and patterns in
responses were noted. One such pattern was participants’ response to ELLs’ native
language use in the classroom. This pattern was labeled with the preliminary code of
language. Preliminary codes for all patterns were created and assigned to the chunks of
data that comprised the pattern. Codes are labels “assigning units of meaning to the
descriptive or inferential information compiled during a study” (Miles & Huberman,
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1994, p. 56). Preliminary codes included: language, modification, time, training and
support, educational environment, general attitude toward ESL inclusion, and effort. The
coding of the transcript data began as the data were being gathered and continued until all
data collection was completed. The preliminary coding categories were dynamic and were
altered and expanded using the NUD*IST software as new data were gathered and as the
transcripts were reread. The final list of codes included: native language attitudes,
English language attitudes, modification, time, training, support, educational environment
for ELLs, educational environment for English proficient students, general attitudes
toward ESL inclusion, effort, and teaching strategies for ELLs. All coded text was
compiled in documents containing text from all transcripts that was labeled with the same
code.
Field notes from observations were also analyzed for patterns in attitudes and
perceptions, and the field data were coded using the same codes developed during the
analysis of the interview data. Field notes which verify or contradict the attitudes and
perceptions reported in the interviews were categorized in memos on NUD*IST with the
interview data and identified as supporting or contradicting field notes. Field notes which
introduced attitudes and perceptions not previously identified by participants in the first
interview were used to create interview questions for participants’ second interviews.
Data from the second interviews were analyzed and coded in the same manner as data
from the first interviews. While interview and field data were compiled together in code
categories within NUD*IST, all data were labeled according to their source: interview or
field notes.
Both sets of data, quantitative and qualitative, were used to answer the research
question, what are teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion in mainstream
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classrooms. Survey data answered this question by measuring teachers’ responses to a
range of statements regarding ESL inclusion, statements which were based on attitudes
and perceptions identified in the review of literature. The survey data provided a general
understanding of teachers’ reactions to the attitudes and perceptions identified or
suggested in previous research studies. Qualitative data answered the research question
by providing a rich description of each teacher’s experience with ESL inclusion.
Teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion emerged from the qualitative data,
although the qualitative inquiry was also initially guided by an interview guide based on
previous research into teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion.
Summary
This study sought to answer the researcher question, what are teachers’ attitudes
and perceptions of ESL inclusion in mainstream classes. Both qualitative and quantitative
methods were employed simultaneously to offer both a breadth and a depth of analysis.
The survey offered a broad view of the general attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion
among the study’s population. The interviews and observations more deeply explored
the attitudes and perceptions of a few individuals, allowing participants to express their
attitudes and perceptions free from an a priori structure such as a survey.
The quantitative and qualitative data are presented together in Chapter IV of this
study. All findings are presented according to the six themes of the survey. Quantitative
findings are presented first, followed by qualitative findings.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The research question guiding this study was what are teachers’ attitudes and
perceptions of the inclusion of ESL students in mainstream classes. To answer this
question, the researcher conducted both quantitative and qualitative inquiries. First, a
survey was constructed based on the six themes of attitudes and perceptions of ESL
inclusion found in the review of literature. Two hundred seventy-nine teachers were
surveyed on their attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion. Second, a qualitative
inquiry consisting of an interview and observation cycle examined the ESL inclusion
experiences of four high school teachers.
This chapter presents an analysis of the survey and qualitative data. First, survey
return rates and demographic data on the survey and qualitative participants are
presented. The remainder of this chapter is divided into the six themes of the survey:
language, modification, time, training and support, educational environment, and general
attitude toward ESL inclusion. Findings for each theme are presented with supporting
data from the survey and the qualitative inquiry. This chapter concludes with a
discussion of the findings.
Return Rates
The return rate for the survey was 91.8%. The total number of surveys
distributed at faculty meetings in the four high schools was 306. Of those distributed,
281 were returned. Two of the returned surveys, completed by non-subject area teachers,
were rejected leaving a total of 279 subject area respondents. Return rates for each school
are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3
Survey Return Rates for Each School Site
School Site Surveys Distributed Surveys Returned

Surveys Rejected

Return Rate

School A

77

71

0

92.2%

School B

61

57

0

93.4%

School C

66

59

0

89.4%

School D

102

94

2

92.2%

Total

306

281

2

91.8%

Demographic Information
Following is the demographic information for the participants of the survey and
the qualitative inquiry.
Survey Participants
The first demographic questions on the survey gathered information on the
amount of experience participants had with ESL inclusion (numbers 1, 2, and 3 between
Sections A and B). Two hundred seventeen (77.8%) participants reported that they had
experienced ESL inclusion at some point in their teaching careers. Although 217 reported
ESL inclusion experience, up to 238 participants responded to the items in Section B.
The instructions for Section B asked those participants without ESL inclusion experience
to skip to Section C. The discrepancy in the number of participants reporting ESL
inclusion experience and those completing Section B may be explained by the placement
of the questions asking for participants’ ESL inclusion experience. These questions were
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placed at the top of page 2 of the survey and, therefore, may have been overlooked by
some participants. If 238 participants had ESL inclusion experience, the percentage of
teachers with experience would be 85.3% rather than 77.8%. All percentages reported
below which detail participants’ ESL inclusion experience are based on an N of 217
(77.8%). Forty-two (15.1%) participants had not experienced ESL inclusion, and 20
(7.2%) did not report their ESL inclusion experience. The average number of ESL
students currently enrolled in the classrooms of the 217 participants with ESL inclusion
experience was 2. Finally, respondents with ESL experience were asked to approximate
the number of ESL students enrolled in their classrooms throughout their careers. The
mean calculated was 14.5 students (N = 202).
Section D of the survey gathered additional demographic information from the
respondents. This information included participants’ subject areas, years of teaching
experience, gender, native language, second language proficiency, and language minority /
ESL student training. Nine subject area categories were created from respondents’
answers to question 1 in Section D: English, mathematics, science, social studies,
vocational, technology and business, art and music, world language, and health and
physical education. Frequencies and percentage for each subject area are summarized in
Table 4.
Participants’ years of teaching experience ranged from .5 to 40 years The mean
years of experience was 14.5 (N = 265). The majority of the participants were female:
170 females, 102 males, with 7 unreported. Percentages for gender were 60.9% female,
36.6% male, and 2.6% unreported. The overwhelming majority of the participants were
native English speakers (98.2%). Only two (.7%) participants spoke a native language
other than English. One hundred seven participants spoke a second language, 166 did not,
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Table 4
Subject Area Frequencies and Percentages
Subject Area

Frequency

%

English

46

16.5

Mathematics

43

15.4

Science

35

12.5

Social Studies

32

11.5

Vocational

29

10.4

World Languages

23

8.2

Business and Technology

22

7.9

Art and Music

18

6.5

Health and Physical Education

11

3.9

Unreported

20

7.2
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and 6 participants did not respond. The percentage of participants speaking a second
language was 38.4%. Participants not speaking a second language were 59.5% (2.2%
unreported). Of the participants who reported that they spoke a second language, 46
(42.6%) estimated they had attained a beginning level of proficiency in their second
language, 39 (36.1%) estimated an intermediate level of proficiency, and 23 (21.3%)
estimated an advanced level of proficiency. A majority of participants, 252 (90.3%), had
received no training to work with language minority / ESL students. Seventeen (6.1%)
participants had received some type of training; 10 (3.6%) participants did not respond.
Fourteen of the 17 participants who had received training reported on the type of training
they received: six had taken college coursework preparing them for teaching with language
minorities, six had attended in-service workshops or seminars, and two had experienced
both types of training.

Qualitative Inquiry Participants
Four teachers participated in the qualitative inquiry. The gender, subject area,
years of teaching experience, and amount of ESL inclusion experience for each participant
are summarized in Table 5. Pseudonyms were assigned to each participant. All
participants were native English speakers. Three of the four had studied a second
language, either Spanish or French. Kathy was the only participant who had not studied
a second language. Gina, Libby and Neal estimated they had attained a beginning level of
proficiency in their second languages. None of the participants had received training in
teaching language minority students, although Gina, Kathy, and Libby expressed an
interest in pursuing training.
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Table 5
Participants in the Qualitative Study
Namea Gender

ELLs During
Subject Area Years of Teaching ELLs During
Semester
of Study
Career
Experience

Gina

Female Social Studies

5

4

1

Kathy

Female

Business

37

1

1

Libby

Female

Science

8

4

1

Neal

Male

English

4

15 to 20

4

aAll names are pseudonyms.

Gina was observed twice in her U.S. History class, a required course for juniors.
One ELL was enrolled in this class, a Vietnamese student who had been in the U.S. for 7
months and in Gina’s class for 3 weeks at the time of the observations. Gina estimated
the student’s English proficiency to be low; she and the ELL had difficulty
communicating with one another. In previous years, Gina had taught two ELLs, one from
Japan and one from Iran. Gina estimated the English proficiency of both of these
students to be slightly higher than her current ELL’s proficiency since communication
with them had been less difficult than with her current ELL. The semester prior to this
study, a Swedish student was enrolled in Gina’s class whose English proficiency was
advanced and did not, in Gina’s opinion, significantly impact the student’s progress in her
class.
During the two classroom observations, Gina’s class was studying immigration in
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the U.S. in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Gina’s classroom was relaxed and
inviting. She greeted students warmly as they entered her classroom, asking about their
weekends. She also joked with students often. In one class she placed a cartoon of a
cross-dressing Abraham Lincoln with the caption Babe Lincoln on the overhead projector.
Gina made frequent references to pop cultural in her lectures, although students groaned
at her dated knowledge of pop culture when she defined the term vice by referring to Don
Johnson on Miami Vice. In both classes observed, Gina assigned extensive group work
that required students to develop presentations or posters designed to incorporate and
expand on the lecture notes. One such assignment required groups to develop solutions
to social problems caused by rapid immigration. Students who misbehaved in Gina’s
class were gently chastised, asked to switch seats, or seated next to the teacher.
Kathy’s Marketing I class had one ELL during the semester of the study. The
ELL was Vietnamese and had been in the U.S. 5 months. At the time of the observations,
the ELL had been enrolled in Kathy’s class for 3 months. Kathy estimated her ELLs’
English ability to be very low, and she and the ELL had a lot of difficulty communicating.
Much of the communication between them was written rather than spoken. Kathy had
no previous experience with the inclusion of ESL students in her classes.
During the three classroom observations, Kathy’s Marketing I students were
preparing resumes and studying a chapter in the textbook on inventory. Kathy’s
classroom was orderly with a menu of the day’s events on the board and a lack of clutter
on the tables and computer stations. The walls were lined with affirmation posters with
inspirational slogans for attitude, teamwork, and success. Kathy was solicitous of her
students, asking about their personal lives and calling the students her “germs” (October
31, 2001). The first observation took place on Halloween, and Kathy passed out Tootsie
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Pops decorated as ghosts to her students. Classroom activities in the three classes
included the completion of worksheets, short lectures by Kathy, and time for students to
work individually on their resumes and cover letters. Students who misbehaved in
Kathy’s class were gently reminded not to be “rude” (October 31, 2001), and when her
students became too talkative, Kathy waited silently for them to quiet before she
continued speaking.
Libby’s biology class had one ELL from Japan enrolled in it. The ELL had been in
the U.S. for 18 months at the time of this study and had been in Libby’s class for 6
weeks. Libby estimated her ELL’s English proficiency to be advanced, and she and the
ELL had little trouble communicating with one another. The only language difficulty the
ELL had, according to Libby, was the occasional use of non-standard vocabulary or
subject/verb disagreement. Prior to this class, an ELL from Japan whose English
proficiency level was quite low was included in Libby’s class. She was unable to
communicate with this ELL easily. Libby had also experienced the inclusion of two
advanced ESL students who shared a high degree of proficiency in English. Both of these
ELLs had been native Spanish-speaking.
During the two observations of Libby’s Biology class, the students were studying
photosynthesis and the regenerative ability of the planaria worm. Libby’s class was
tightly structured and consisted of multiple activities. Over the course of the two
observations, students did two lab projects, took notes from Libby’s lectures, filled out a
worksheet while watching a CD-ROM on photosynthesis, and took a quiz on
photosynthesis. Students worked in pairs or groups of four during the labs, on the quiz,
and in the computer lab. They were allowed to choose their own groups for each of these
activities. Libby was polite in dealing with her students, making requests with pleases
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and thank you’s. Students who misbehaved in her class were addressed directly, calmly,
and politely. Libby admonished the entire class for getting “lax” (February 20, 2002) on
their homework, and when the students became loud she couched her reprimand by
saying, “Everybody do me a favor. Turn the volume down, please” (February 20, 2002).
Four ELLs were included in Neal’s classes during the semester of the study.
Three of the four ELLs were enrolled in two sections of 10th grade College Prep (CP)
English and one was enrolled in 11th grade Fundamental English. Only Neal’s CP English
classes were observed by the researcher. The three ELLs (from Puerto Rico, Mexico and
Greece) in the CP classes shared a high degree of English proficiency. All had been in the
U.S. 2 years or more, and Neal reported no problems in communication with these ELLs.
The ELLs, according to Neal, made only occasional language errors in written work. The
fourth ELL, who was enrolled in Fundamental English, was from Vietnam and had been in
the U.S. for 4 months and in Neal’s class for 2 months. Neal estimated this ELL’s
English proficiency to be very low, and he was unable to communicate with her easily.
Observations could not be arranged for the Fundamental English class because Neal feared
the introduction of the researcher would disrupt the delicate balance he had established
with his students. More than two thirds of the students in the class had IEPs
(individualized education plans); two of the students were autistic. All ELLs had been in
Neal’s class approximately 2 1/2 months when the study began. Prior to this class,
Neal’s classes at a high school and middle school in a different school district had 10 to 15
ELLs included in them. These ELLs varied in their English proficiency levels, and all of
them were native Spanish speakers. Most were the children of migrant workers.
During the four observations of Neal’s College Prep classes, the students were
reading A Separate Peace and Lord of the Flies, gathering information to write research
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papers, writing journal entries, taking notes on Neal’s lectures, and preparing a speech.
Neal tightly controlled his classroom and arranged the desks in six compact rows of five
pushed to the back of the room. Neal’s charismatic and fast-paced lectures frequently
referenced popular culture. For example, he highlighted the differences between students
today and students during the time period of A Separate Peace by noting the absence of
video games such as Blitzball in the 1950s. Humor and irreverence suffused his lectures.
In a discussion on stereotypes, Neal said, “I was the original Slim Shady” (December 6,
2001). Neal was also a strict disciplinarian. He was quick to call on students who were
off-task, asking them difficult questions designed to embarrass them into paying
attention. At the beginning of one class, Neal warned students not to misbehave. “Let
me tell you right now, I’m at the end of my tether” (November 2, 2001). Neal also used
sarcasm to discipline students. At the end of a period when the students were standing
up to leave before the bell rang, Neal told the students to sit down. When the students
were slow to comply he said sarcastically, “Let me clarify something I just said. Sit
DOWN!” (October 25, 2001).
Observational as well as interview data were used to develop the above profiles of
the participants in the qualitative inquiry. More information on the integration of
observational and interview data will be discussed at the end of this chapter.
Research Question and Six Themes
This study was guided by the question, what are mainstream high school teachers’
attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion in mainstream classes. The researcher
identified six themes in attitudes and perceptions in the review of the literature and
developed the survey and the qualitative inquiry around the six themes. Below are the
findings for each theme: language, modification, time, training and support, educational
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environment, and general attitude toward ESL inclusion. The themes are presented in the
order listed above. Survey findings related to each theme are presented first, followed by
theme-related findings from the qualitative inquiry.
Language
This section reports findings from the survey and the qualitative inquiry related to
the theme of language.
The Survey
The survey measured three categories of attitudes and perceptions related to the
theme of language: participants’ perceptions of the length of time necessary for ELLs to
acquire English (A5), attitudes and perceptions of the usefulness of ELLs’ native language
(A4, B3, B4), and attitudes toward English as the official language of the United States
(A16). Table 6 reports means and standard deviations from Section A of the survey.
Table 7 presents the frequencies and percentages related to the theme of language in
Section A. Items in the tables are listed in the order in which they are discussed in the
text.
The mean for the survey item that measured participants’ perceptions of the
length of time necessary for ELLs to acquire English (A5) was 2.86. The mean indicated a
tendency toward agreement with the perception that ELLs should be able to acquire
English within 2 years of enrolling in U.S. schools. This tendency is further supported
by the percentage of respondents (71.6%) who either agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement (Table 7).
Survey items A4, B3, and B4 measured participants’ attitudes and perceptions of
the usefulness of ELLs’ native language in the ESL inclusion experience. A mean of 2.39
on item A4 indicated neither strong agreement nor strong disagreement with the statement
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Table 6
Attitudes and Perceptions of Language in Section A
Survey Item

Mean

SD

A5. ESL students should be able to acquire English within two
years of enrolling in U.S. schools.

2.86

.6

A4. ESL students should avoid using their native language at school.

2.39

.75

A16. I would support legislation making English the official
language of the U.S.

3.26

.8

Note. SD = standard deviation. The mean represents the average score on a four-point Likert scale in
which 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, and 4 = strongly agree.

Table 7
Frequencies and Percentages for Language in Section A
Survey
Item

SD
Freq (%)

D
Freq

A
(%)

Freq
175

SA
(%)
(62.7)

Non-response

Freq (%)
25

(9)

Freq

(%)

A5

5 (1.8)

50 (17.9)

24 (8.6)

A4

24 (8.6)

139 (49.8)

89 (31.9)

20 (7.2)

7 (2.5)

A16

9 (3.2)

33 (11.8)

107 (38.4)

123 (44.1)

7 (2.5)

Note. SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. Freq = frequency. % =
percentage; non-responses were included in this calculation. N = 279.
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that ESL students should avoid using their native languages at school. Fifty-eight percent
of respondents either disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement. These
respondents did not perceive a need to eliminate ELLs’ native language use in school. In
item B3, respondents who had experienced ESL inclusion reported how often they
allowed ELLs to use their native language in class: 50.2% (114) seldom or never allowed
it, 40.5% (92) sometimes allowed it, and 9.3% (21) allowed it most or all of the time
(Table 9). Finally, few respondents provided their ELLs with native language materials.
Most respondents, 94.5% (222), seldom or never provided native language materials.
Survey item A16 measured participants’ support for legislation making English
the official language of the United States. The mean for this item was 3.26; the largest
mean reported for Section A (Table 6). A majority (82.4%) of participants (240) agreed
or strongly agreed that they would support the legislation of English as the official
language.
In addition to the survey items discussed above, the open-ended questions of
Section C elicited responses from participants that related to the theme of language. The
two questions in Section C asked respondents to list the greatest benefits and greatest
challenges of including ESL students in mainstream classes. The researcher analyzed the
data from Section C by coding responses according to patterns that emerged in the
responses themselves. An analysis of the responses related to the theme of language is
provided below. Tables 24 and 25 (Appendix L) report the frequencies and percentages
of all responses in Section C.
Question 1 in Section C of the survey asked participants to list the greatest
benefits of including ESL students in subject area classes. Thirty respondents (12.1%)
included ESL students’ exposure to English in mainstream classrooms as one of the
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Table 8
Guide to Survey Items Related to Language in Section Ba
Survey Item

Statement

B3

I allow an ESL student to use her/his native language in my class.

B4

I provide materials for ESL students in their native languages.

Note. Respondents were instructed to select the frequency of each statement in their classrooms.
Frequencies included: seldom or never; some of the time; or most or all of the time.
aRespondents without ESL inclusion experience were instructed to skip Section B.

Table 9
Frequencies and Percentagesa for Language in Section B
Survey
Item

N

B3
B4

Seldom or Never

Some of the Time

Freq

(%)

Freq

227

114

(50.2)

92

235

222

(94.5)

11

(%)

Most or All of the Time
Freq

(%)

(40.5)

21

(9.3)

(4.7)

2

(.9)

aPercentages reported in this table are valid percentage; non-responses were not included in these
calculation.
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greatest benefits of ESL inclusion (N = 248). The responses of these participants
highlighted the benefits of the immersion experience for ELLs’ language acquisition.
These participants perceived that inclusion in an English-rich classroom provided ELLs
with an ideal language learning environment. One participant commented, “Immersing
them in the English language helps them to learn it more quickly.” Another wrote, “It
[inclusion] exposes them to the language, which is supposed to be the best way to learn
it.”
Language, however, was also nominated by participants as a challenge of including
ESL students in mainstream classes. One hundred forty-five participants (45%) included
ELLs’ lack of English language proficiency as one of the greatest challenges in ESL
inclusion (N = 322). Language received the largest number of nominations as the greatest
challenge. Participants emphasized their difficulty in communicating with ELLs and
ELLs’ difficulty communicating with them. Comments included “their limited English
makes it hard for them to understand what I am talking about,” and “the language barrier
is the greatest challenge. ESL students may have difficulty understanding not only the
teacher but also the other students.” A third participant wrote, “Most of the ESL
students I have taught are lacking in the fundamentals of the language; their English skills,
both written and oral, are lacking. Most are good students, but they cannot usually work
well at class level.” A few participants commented on their perception that ELLs were
sometimes willing to use their limited English proficiency to their advantage. “They are
sometime [sic] willing to use this as an excuse.” A second participant agreed, “some have
used language as an excuse.”
The final item of the survey at the end of Section D invited participants to write
any additional comments they had regarding the inclusion of ESL students in mainstream
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classes. These responses were analyzed in the same manner as responses to the two
questions in Section C. On the final item, four participants commented on their
perception of English as the American language. Two comments included: “if you come
to America, learn our language” and “is English not our official language?”
The Qualitative Inquiry
Participants in the qualitative inquiry designed their classes for English proficient
students. Therefore, the inclusion of ELLs confused and, at times, frustrated the four
teachers in the qualitative inquiry. The participants described incidences of mis- or noncommunication with ELLs, their beliefs about second language acquisition processes, and
their attitudes toward the usefulness of ELLs’ first language.
Participants perceived that ELLs were often unable to fully understand the
language of the classroom. “I asked her [ELL] some things today, and then she just kind
of smiled. I don't think she really understood me” (Gina, January 22, 2002). “It’s a
challenge to know if she [ELL] understands what you’re saying, if it’s getting through to
her, if there’s something you should be doing that you’re not. I have no training to, to
handle this. I’ve never had one before” (Kathy, October 31, 2001). “That’s been the
hardest part, just the basic communication of what are you trying to say.” (Libby,
February 19, 2002). “She [ELL] will just look at me with this quizzical look, ‘what?’
(Neal, December 6, 2001).
The placement of students with limited English proficiency in participants’
mainstream classes was, at times, considered a misplacement. Participants were
particularly frustrated with the inclusion of ELLs with very limited English proficiency in
their classes. Libby noted the absurdity of such a placement in one of her classes. “It’s
like, how do I teach biology if I can’t even say hey to them?” (February 25, 2002). Neal
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felt that ELLs should not be mainstreamed until they had attained at least a minimal level
of English proficiency. “If you could have some sort of intensive full time English
program first semester first, I think that would be ideal...you know, where you have to
pass out of that English requirement before you can go on. That seems more viable”
(Neal, October 24, 2001).
The assessment of ELLs was particularly troublesome for the participants.
Sorting ELLs’ (mis)understanding of subject area material from their limited English
ability was a confusing task for the participants who were accustomed to measuring
students’ subject area knowledge through English. When their classes had ELLs included
in them, at least three of the participants lacked confidence in their ability to accurately
assess ELLs. “That’s difficult when you really don't know what they are getting. And
sometimes she’ll just smile, and I wonder if she’s just doing that out of courtesy” (Gina,
January 22, 2002). Libby was never able to get an accurate assessment of one ELL’s
subject area knowledge in biology.
And I think he had had biology in Japan so I was hoping maybe he was getting,
you know, picking up a little bit, but I really, I mean that’s where I was so lost. I
really don’t know what he ended up with. As a teacher I really don’t know what
he ended up with, and if somebody were to ask me I’d have to say, I don't know,
you’re going to have to go talk to him. (Libby, February 25, 2002)
Libby felt more information on ELLs’ previous schooling would have helped her assess
her ELLs.
[What] might be nice to know is what their level was in that subject area before
they came. You know, if they really have a hard time with English, and we’re
having a hard time communicating, I’d like to know were they making A’s in their
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sciences there? Is this something they had trouble with? That way if they’re not
doing so well I’ll know, well, this is something that they might be having a hard
time with naturally or is it because of the English? (Libby, February 19, 2002)
Neal, however, did not feel ELLs’ limited English proficiency was a hindrance for him in
accurate assessing of subject area knowledge. Neal’s subject area was English, and he was
confident in his ability to read his students well, both ESL and English proficient
students.
I’m pretty good at, with any kid, to be able to read when they don’t understand.
And so, and that, I think I pay more attention to it...You’ve got to build a
relationship so that you can read the student and that they understand what you
expect of them. Those are the two biggest problems because if you don’t build a
good relationship, you can’t tell when they’re lying to you or they really don’t
understand, that kind of thing. And that’s tough to do, you know, you’ve got to
have a feel for the kids. (December 6, 2001)
As participants searched for strategies to improve communication with their
ELLs, they made observations about the language learning processes of their ELLs.
Participants commented repeatedly on disparities between ELLs’ reading, writing,
speaking, and listening abilities in English. As noted above, several participants observed
that their ELLs were more advanced in reading and writing than speaking and listening.
Kathy observed, “She [ELL] reads better than she speaks” (October 31, 2001).
However, Neal observed the opposite in one of his ELLs whose oral proficiency, he
discovered, masked low reading and writing skills. Gina suggested that the school’s ESL
teacher provide teachers with more information on the individual English language skills
of ELLs’.
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We get a little bit of information about what their reading level is, but I know if I
take some Spanish, my grammar and reading was fantastic, but I could never get
the oral comprehension, so we need to know really what level can they read and
write, and we need to know what level can they communicate. (January 22, 2002)
Gina perceived that ELLs’ English ability was likely to be more advanced in some skill
areas (i.e. writing, reading) than in others, and she wanted more information about ELLs’
language abilities from the ESL teacher or school administration.
Gina relied on her own experiences as a language learner as she tried to understand
her ELLs’ language learning processes. Gina, who worked in the airline industry before
becoming a teacher, had traveled extensively, and she related to ELLs’ language difficulties
as she had also experienced communication problems while traveling in France, Korea, and
the Czech Republic. However, she recognized a difference in her experiences as a tourist
and her ELLs’ experiences as high school students in the U.S.
I can get along pretty well when I travel with the, you know, basics, but then
you’re asking for a stick of gum or asking where’s the toilet, but now you’re
trying to get, you’re trying to teach somebody, so it’s a big difference. (January
22, 2002)
While Neal and Libby had both studied a second language as high school students,
Spanish and French, respectively, neither relied heavily on their experiences as language
learners in working with ELLs. Kathy had not studied a second language.
Although Neal did not have extensive second language learning experience himself
(“I studied a little Spanish. I didn’t do well at it” (October 24, 2001)), he expressed
strong beliefs about effective language acquisition methods for ELLs’.
I know how to teach English and that’s what they’re [ELLs] trying to
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learn...they’re doing what they need to be doing. They’re speaking, they’re
writing, or reading, and a lot of times I think that the problem is whether or not
the child decides if they want to. Or whether or not that they think that they can.
They say they can’t, well, then they won’t. (October 24, 2001)
In Neal’s opinion, immersing ELLs in the English of the mainstream classroom was
effective because the ELLs were “doing what they need to be doing;” they were speaking,
writing, and reading English everyday. ELLs needed only to put forth some effort to
acquire English, and Neal encouraged ELLs to take advantage of the English-rich
environment his classroom provided. He also encouraged his ELLs to continue their
English language study at home.
I’ve told my kids they should speak English. I said, you should be teaching your
mom English. It drives me crazy. And it’s not, I hate to say that because it
sounds like, you sound like one of those people that, they come over here, they
ought to speak our language. You know? But in order to function in our society, I
mean...English is our primary language...you came to America because you wanted
to be here, and not because, I’m not, I mean, I don’t think that English is
inherently better or anything like that, in fact, it’s probably inferior to a lot of
languages, but once you learn it then you can function in the society that you
wanted to be a part of in the first place. (October 24, 2001)
Neal believed that acquiring proficiency in English was the first priority for ELLs whose
assimilation into American society would be hastened by the acquisition of the U.S.’s
primary language, English.
Neal, therefore, was frustrated by ELLs who used their lack of English proficiency
as an excuse or as a means of avoiding responsibility for misconduct.
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A lot of these kids, I think that because they can’t speak English or they can but
only minimally, they’ll use that as an excuse. And then, you know, ‘I don’t
understand, can you just tell me?’ And there are teachers that fall for that.
(December 6, 2001)
Neal described an incident involving an ELL who escaped reprimand for his misconduct
by hiding behind his lack of English proficiency.
That one boy in the hallway who says he doesn’t speak English, I wrote him up.
He had thrown a bottle at someone’s head, a plastic bottle full of soft drink at
someone’s head and hit them in the head...I grabbed him, he said, ‘What did I do?
What did I do?’ I said you just hit that kid. ‘I no understand. I no understand.’ I
took him down to his teacher because I knew which class he was in. She said,
‘You sure you don’t understand?’ She has him in class, she’s like, ‘I know you
understand.’ He’s like, ‘Okay, yeah, I did it.’ So we sent him to the office, and
he told the principal, and he didn’t even get into trouble. (December 6, 2001)
The remaining three participants, who had less experience with ESL inclusion, did not
report experiences similar to Neal’s. In fact, Kathy, Libby, and Gina were impressed by
their ELLs’ diligence. “I am amazed at how much she’s progressed in the eight or ten
weeks that we’ve had” (Kathy, October 31, 2001). “I admire them [ELLs] because I
think, golly, I can’t imagine” (Libby, February 19, 2002). Although one of Gina’s ELLs
seemed unmotivated, her overall impression of her ELLs was that of students hard at
work learning English and studying their subject areas.
The utility of ELLs’ native language was disputed by the participants. Neal, as
suggested in the passages above, believed his ELLs needed to abandon their native
language at school and at home in order to speed the acquisition of English. In class, Neal
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did not allow his ELLs to speak in their native languages. Kathy was also opposed to
allowing her ELL the use of her native language in the classroom beyond looking up words
in a Vietnamese-English dictionary. Gina, however, was eager to utilize her ELLs’ native
languages to further subject area learning and assessment, but she was stymied by the lack
of native language materials available at the school. Gina wished she had had a
Vietnamese translation of the textbook for one of her ELLs.
I don’t have a problem with that [allowing ELLs the use of a translated text]. I
would prefer that...I could give her the textbook in Vietnamese but then still have
her in English do some of the other in-class activities. I think that would be the
best thing. (February 5, 2002)
Gina also would have welcomed native language tutors and translators into her classroom
to assist ELLs, but, again, she did not have access to native language speakers.
In conclusion, ELLs’ lack of proficiency in English hindered communication
between participants and ELLs. Generally, participants observed their ELLs to be
working hard to learn English as quickly as possible. Neal, however, observed ELLs who
pretended not to understand English to avoid reprimand for misconduct He also worried
that ELLs may not be taking maximum advantage of opportunities to acquire English
quickly when they continued to use their native languages instead of English. All
participants emphasized the necessity for ELLs to learn English as quickly as possible in
order to eliminate the language barrier between ELLs and subject area knowledge. Only
Gina was willing to utilize ELLs’ native language in any significant way to speed subject
area learning. She was unable to use ELLs’ native language as a classroom resource
because she lacked access to materials and native speakers of her ELLs’ first languages.
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Modification
This section reports findings from the survey and qualitative inquiry related to the
theme of modification.
The Survey
The theme of modification measured participants’ attitudes toward the
modification of subject area coursework for ELLs (A11), participants’ attitudes,
perceptions, and reported behaviors on modification strategies (A7, A8, A9, A10, B1,
B2, B3, B4, B5), and participants’ perceptions of the difficulty of justifying ELLs’
coursework modifications to English proficient students (A12). Table 10 reports means
and standard deviations from Section A of the survey. Table 11 presents the frequencies
and percentages related to modification in Section A.
The survey item that measured participants’ general attitude toward the
modification of coursework for ELLs was A11. A mean of 2.29 indicated that
participants neither strongly agreed nor strongly disagreed with the statement that
teachers should not modify coursework for ELLs. However, nearly two thirds of
respondents (65.6%) (183) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the item indicating a
tolerance for coursework modification for ELLs (Table 10).
The survey items that measured participants’ attitudes, perceptions, and reported
behaviors on appropriate modification practices were numbers 7, 8, 9, and 10 in Section
A and 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 in Section B. Modification practices were divided into two
categories: coursework modifications and grading practices. The coursework
modifications the survey measured included simplifying coursework, lessening the
quantity of coursework, granting ELLs more time to complete coursework, and allowing
ELLs access to their native languages. First, participants were almost evenly split
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Table 10
Attitudes and Perceptions of Modification in Section A
Survey Item

Mean

SD

A11. Teachers should not modify assignments for the ESL students
enrolled in subject area classes.

2.29

.63

A7. It is a good practice to simplify coursework for ESL students.

2.44

.66

A8. It is a good practice to lessen the quantity of coursework for
ESL students.

2.43

.67

A9. It is a good practice to allow ESL students more time to
complete coursework.

2.91

.57

A10. Teachers should not give ESL students a failing grade if the
students display effort.

2.3

.71

A12. The modification of coursework for ESL students would be
difficult to justify to other students.

2.37

.71

Note. SD = standard deviation. The mean represents the average score on a four-point Likert scale in
which 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, and 4 = strongly agree.
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Table 11
Frequencies and Percentages for Modification in Section A
Survey
Item

SD
Freq (%)

D
Freq

A
(%)

A11

18 (6.5)

165 (59.1)

A7

15 (5.4)

134

A8

17 (6.1)

A9

Freq

SA
(%)

Freq (%)

Non-response
Freq

(%)

85 (30.5)

7 (2.5)

4 (1.4)

112 (40.1)

11 (3.9)

7 (2.5)

132 (47.3)

112 (40.1)

11 (3.9)

7 (2.5)

4 (1.4)

46 (16.5)

195 (69.9)

30 (10.8)

4 (1.4)

A10

27 (9.7)

145 (52.0)

85 (30.5)

12 (4.3)

10 (3.6)

A12

21 (7.5)

148

90 (32.3)

17 (6.1)

3 (1.1)

(48)

(53)

Note. SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. Freq = frequency. % =
percentage; non-responses were included in this calculation. N = 279.
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between agreement and disagreement on the statement that the simplification of
coursework was a good practice, mean = 2.44. The percentage of participants who either
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement was 44.1%, those who disagreed or strongly
disagreed represented 53.4%.
Participants’ attitudes toward lessening the quantity of coursework for ELLs were
measured in items A8 and B2. The mean for the statement that lessening the quantity of
coursework for ESL students was a good practice (A8) was 2.43. The frequencies and
percentages of participants in agreement and disagreement with this statement were
nearly identical to the frequencies and percentages for item A7 which stated that
simplification of coursework is a good practice. Participants with ESL inclusion
experience reported on how often they lessened the quantity of coursework for ELLs in
item B2. More than half of the participants (136) with ESL inclusion experience (57.4%)
reported that they seldom or never lessened the quantity of coursework for their ELLs.
Participants’ attitudes and perceptions of granting ELLs more time to complete
coursework were measured in survey items A9 and B1. The mean for the statement, it is
a good practice to allow ESL students more time to complete coursework, was 2.91. This
mean was higher than the means for the first two coursework modification strategies:
simplifying coursework and lessening the quantity of coursework. Participants with ESL
inclusion experience also reported a higher frequency of incidents of granting ELLs more
time than lessening the quantity of coursework. Only 13.1% (31) of participants
reported that they seldom or never granted ELLs more time to complete coursework (B2)
in contrast with 57.4% (136) who seldom or never lessened the quantity of coursework
(B1).
Participants’ attitudes toward allowing ELLs access to their native languages were
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measured in items B3 and B4. Participants with ESL inclusion experience reported that
they provided ELLs native language materials less frequently than they allowed ELLs to
use their native language in class. The large majority of (222) participants (94.5%)
seldom or never provided native language materials, and 50.2% (114) seldom or never
allowed ELLs to use their native languages. The percentage of participants who
sometimes or most or all of the time allowed native language use in class was 49.8%
(113). Overall, participants did not report allowing ELLs frequent access to their native
languages in class.
Survey items A10 and B5 measured participants’ attitudes and behaviors,
respectively, when grading ELLs. Both items explore the role that ELLs’ effort played in
participants’ grading practices. For the statement, teachers should not give ESL students
a failing grade if the students display effort, a mean of 2.3 was reported. A slight
majority (61.7%) of participants (172) disagreed or strongly disagreed with this
statement, indicating some unwillingness to allow ELLs’ effort to influence the grade they
gave (Table 11). The majority (168) of participants (70.9%) with ESL inclusion
experience reported that they felt effort was more important than achievement when
grading their ELLs at least some of the time. Approximately one third, 29.1% (69)
seldom or never felt that ELLs’ effort was more important than their achievement. Tables
12 and 13 present the items and frequencies and percentages in Section B related to the
theme of modification.
Finally, survey item A12 measured participants’ perception of the difficulty of
justifying ELLs’ coursework modifications to English proficient students. The mean for
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Table 12
Guide to Survey Items Related to Modification in Section Ba
Survey Item

Statement

B1

I allow ESL students more time to complete their coursework.

B2

I give ESL students less coursework than other students.

B3

I allow an ESL student to use her/his native language in my class.

B4

I provide materials for ESL students in their native languages.

B5

Effort is more important to me than achievement when I grade ESL
students.

Note. Respondents were instructed to select the frequency of each statement in their classrooms.
Frequencies included: seldom or never; some of the time; or most or all of the time.
aRespondents without ESL inclusion experience were instructed to skip Section B.
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Table 13
Frequencies and Percentagesa for Modification in Section B
Survey
Item

N

B1

237

B2

Seldom or Never
Freq

Some of the Time

Most or All of the Time

(%)

Freq

(%)

Freq

(%)

31

(13.1)

126

(53.2)

80

(33.8)

237

136

(57.4)

85

(35.9)

16

(6.8)

B3

227

114

(50.2)

92

(40.5)

21

(9.3)

B4

235

222

(94.5)

11

(4.7)

2

(.9)

B5

237

69

(29.1)

128

(54)

40

(16.9)

aPercentages reported in this table are valid percentage; non-responses were not included in these
calculation.
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this item was 2.37. More than half (60.5%) of the participants (169) did not feel these
modifications would be difficult to justify.
The Qualitative Inquiry
Participants perceived that coursework demands in their mainstream classes were
often beyond the language capabilities of the ELLs in their classes since all classes in the
high school, aside from ESL classes, were designed for English proficient students. In
classes in which ESL students were included, participants sometimes modified
coursework in an attempt to make the course content more accessible for ELLs. In
conversations about their ESL inclusion experiences, the participants discussed the ways
they chose to modify their coursework, the amount of time and attention modifications
required, and their attitudes toward modification.
Participants modified coursework in the following ways: granting ELLs more time
to complete work, allowing ELLs to use textbooks and dictionaries, lessening the quantity
of work for ELLs, and simplifying the language on tests and assignments. Participants
varied in their use of each type of modifications, but all participants reported granting
ELLs extra time to complete coursework. Kathy, for example, was generous in the
amount of time she gave her ELL to complete tests and assignments. “She [ELL] does
take longer on assignments. She takes longer on the test than others, I mean, and that’s
okay. No big deal” (October 31, 2001). Kathy granted extra time because she believed
the ELL was capable of completing the coursework if given more time, a modification
Kathy was comfortable granting.
She’s allowed to take as much time as she needs, she’s allowed to turn it in the
next day, her work, whatever it is, the next day, just whenever she can get it done,
to accommodate the fact that, you know, it’s not as easy for her as it is for
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everybody else. (December 14, 2001)
Neal did not share Kathy's generous attitude toward the extension of time,
although he did occasionally allow ELLs more time. "The only modification that I made
for an ESL student is extend the time. Other than that I tend to think it’s unfair. I mean,
I don’t, I hate giving extra time to students" (November 2, 2001). Despite his
reservations Neal did grant ELLs more time to complete work if he believed they were "so
profoundly behind" (November 2, 2001).
The second most common modification practice among the qualitative participants
was allowing ELLs to use textbooks and dictionaries for work that was closed-book for
English proficient students. Again, Kathy employed this modification generously. "The
modifications I’ve made is I’ll offer her to take her test with the book. Of course, I don’t
allow anyone else to do that. But she uses her dictionary and her book and takes the test"
(October 31, 2001). For Kathy, this modification acted as an equalizing agent, similar to
the granting of extra time discussed above. Allowing her ELL to use the text and
dictionary made up for the linguistic advantage the English proficient students had over
the ELL.
On a test for the regular students, I would never let them use the book. Because
I’ve discussed it, they’ve understood what I’ve said, they’ve got things to read.
She [ELL] might not get everything I say, so, for that, she has the book as an aid.
(Kathy, December 14, 2001)
Neal and Gina did not allow ELLs to use the textbook but both did allow ELLs to use
native language-English dictionaries. "If there’s a word she doesn’t know, she looks it up
in her Vietnamese to English dictionary which I even let her use on vocabulary tests, just
because what else can you do?” (Neal, October 24, 2001). Again, Neal was reluctant to
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allow any modification, but, as a last resort, he allowed the dictionary use. “She’s
learning more with it now than she is without it” (November 2, 2001). Both textbook
and dictionary use were viewed as temporary measures that were acceptable only until
ELLs could gain English proficiency.
Gina was the only participant who lessened the quantity of coursework for ELLs.
She routinely instructed ELLs to skip homework questions which she felt were beyond
their language abilities. Kathy's and Neal's attitudes toward lessening the quantity of
coursework for ELLs stood in opposition to Gina’s. Kathy and Neal strongly opposed
this modification. "She has extra time, but she’s still required to do the work everybody
else does. Just like this [assignment] for her is hard, but she’s still required to do that...I
want her to do it like everybody else" (Kathy, December 24, 2001). Neal refused to
consider lessening the quantity of work for ELLs.
I don’t shorten assignments for kids because if they’re really going to be part of
this society, and they’re really going to function in it, then they’re going to be
overwhelmed for a while, and I don’t shorten assignments. I give them more time
to do them, but I will never shorten an assignment for an ESL student. (December
6, 2001)
Gina was also the only participant to report that she simplified the language she
used on tests and assignments for her ELLs. Simplifying the language was a strategy Gina
employed to better assess her ELLs' content knowledge.
And even with a test, she may know more than I think she knows. It may be the
way I’m writing the test. And I give, I try to give a more simplified test to ESL
students, but, you know, like precedent. I would never use that word. We were
talking about that today, like the Interstate Commerce Act set the precedent. I
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would try to use a synonym that would be a little bit lower level, but still, you
know, is that still above her head? I’ll get a synonym for it, like instead of which,
the Interstate Commerce Act was important because it set a precedent that
government could intervene. I’ll put something, it showed that government could
become involved, or try to get a simpler word. (January 22, 2002)
Gina, unlike the other participants in this study, gave her ELLs a modified grade.
A modified grade in the high school of this study was marked on students' report cards
with an M and signified that the grade given was based for modified coursework.
Teachers in this school were allowed to modify grades after gaining permission from
students’ parents. Grade modification was generally infrequent, according to the four
participants in the qualitative inquiry. However, teachers in Gina’s subject area, History,
commonly modified grades for ELLs with very limited English proficiency. Kathy
considered modifying her ELL’s grade, but decided not to. “I would rather do that [allow
the ELL to use the textbook on tests], accommodate her that way than give her a modified
grade. I would rather that she truly deserves and earns what she gets, and can function
like everybody else” (October 31, 2001). Gina's willingness to lessen the quantity of
coursework for ELLs may have been a product of her decision to modify ELLs' grades. In
other words, since ELLs' grades were marked as modified, Gina may not have felt that
lessening the quantity of coursework challenged standards of fairness between ELLs and
English proficient students. Kathy, Libby, and Neal did not give modified grades, and
they considered giving ELLs less coursework and an unmodified grade untenable.
Although participants acknowledged a need to modify coursework for the ELLs
enrolled in their classes, at times they were reluctant to do so for two reasons: their lack
of time and the potential consequences for the ELL. First, lack of time compounded by
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large class sizes discouraged Gina and Neal from making more modifications. "It’s hard to
do too much modification for a couple of reasons. First of all, you don’t have the time to
individualize like we would like and the numbers are hard" (Gina, January 22, 2002).
Neal pointed out that ELLs were not the only special needs students whose modifications
increased his workload.
There are so many problems that you can’t individualize for all of them. I know
that sounds ridiculous, but it’s true. I mean the numbers, even in a class that only
has 21 students, the numbers are too much to try to individualize, so you just got
to say this is our goal and we’re working towards it. (October 24, 2002)
Second, the long-term implications of modifying coursework for ELLs also
concerned participants and discouraged them from making coursework modifications.
Gina and Neal foresaw adverse effects for ELLs whose coursework was lessened or
simplified. Gina worried about the effect modification would have on the ability of ELLs
to pass standardized tests. (Students in the state were required to pass an achievement
test for high school graduation, and beginning in fall of 2002, students county-wide would
be required to pass end of course exams to receive course credit.)
They [ELLs] have to know the information for the end of course test. And you
can’t really abbreviate the amount of factual [information]...If you make an A in
my class, it doesn’t mean you’ll get credit for graduation because you must pass
that test. (Gina, January 22, 2002)
Modification, Neal believed, slowed ELLs acquisition of English and their
adjustment to U.S. society. "In society it’s not like you’re going to wear a badge that
says 'English is not my first language. Be patient.' You know? Everybody can’t. And
so, I mean, and that’s how I always try to apply it, to society" (October 24, 2001).
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Because ELLs could not expect special treatment outside of school, Neal was reluctant to
grant special treatment in school. Neal believed that assimilating ELLs into their new
language and culture was best accomplished while they were still in school. He therefore
granted very little coursework modification.
I realize you run the risk of frustrating the student, but it seems to me it would be
frustrating functioning in a society where you don’t know the language anyway,
so you better get it over while you’re in school rather than later. (October 24,
2001)
In conclusion, participants modified coursework for their ELLs in a variety of
ways and for a variety of reasons. Patterns in participants’ modification strategies
provided insight into their attitudes not only toward modification but also toward their
role as educators of ELLs and English proficient students. Kathy chose time extension
and text and dictionary use modifications. She employed these modifications to provide
her ELL equal access to course content. Kathy perceived English proficient students to
be at an advantage, and she granted her ELL modifications to achieve fairness within the
classroom while still requiring equity in the quantity and quality of coursework for all
students. Gina employed time extension, text and dictionary use, quantity reduction, and
language simplification modifications. Although she was concerned that too much
modification could negatively impact ELLs’ standardized test scores, Gina chose to
modify coursework to make course content understandable for her ELLs. Gina granted
modifications that lessened the quantity of coursework for ELLs, and she modified her
ELLs’ grades to reflect the circumstances under which the grades were earned. Neal chose
to modify through time extension and dictionary use, but he made all modifications
infrequently and reluctantly. While Neal recognized that his coursework demands
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required extra effort of ELLs because of their limited English proficiency, he required
ELLs to perform to English proficient student standards. Neal perceived coursework
modifications to ultimately be unfair to ELLs whose English language acquisition and
assimilation into U.S. culture were slowed as a result of modification.
Time
This section reports findings from the survey and qualitative inquiry related to the
theme of time.
The Survey
The theme of time addressed participants’ perceptions of whether subject area
teachers had enough time to deal with the needs of ESL students (A6), the amount of time
ESL inclusion required of teachers (B6, B7), and the effect ESL inclusion had on the
progression of the entire class (B8). Table 14 presents the survey items related to the
theme of time in Section B.
Most participants felt subject area teachers did not have adequate time to deal
with ESL inclusion. The mean for item 6 in Section A, subject area teachers do not have
enough time to deal with the needs of ESL students, was 2.83. The majority (194) of
respondents (69.5%) agreed or strongly agreed that teachers did not have adequate time
for the needs of ELLs. Eighty respondents (28.7%) disagreed or strongly disagreed, and
five participants (1.8%) did not respond to this item.
In order to gauge the amount of time ESL inclusion required of teachers, the
researcher asked participants with ESL inclusion experience to respond to two timerelated statements (Table 15): the inclusion of ESL students in my class increases my
workload (B6), and ESL students require more of my time than other students require
(B7). For both cases, the number of respondents who reported seldom or never for each
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Table 14
Guide to Survey Items Related to Time in Section Ba
Survey Item

Statement

B6

The inclusion of ESL students in my classes increases my workload.

B7

ESL students require more of my time than other students require.

B8

The inclusion of ESL students in my class slows the progress of the
entire class.

Note. Respondents were instructed to select the frequency of each statement in their classrooms.
Frequencies included: seldom or never; some of the time; or most or all of the time.
aRespondents without ESL inclusion experience were instructed to skip Section B.

statement was small. Only 44 (18.5%) of respondents felt the inclusion of ESL students
seldom or never increased their workloads. Thirty-five (14.7%) perceived that ESL
students seldom or never took more time than other students. The inclusion of ESL
students, then, was viewed by the majority of participants to require additional time.
Finally, item B8 measured how often participants with ESL inclusion experience
perceived ESL inclusion to slow the progress of the entire class. Fifty-five percent of
participants seldom or rarely perceived ESL inclusion to slow the progress of the class.
The theme of time was also discussed by the survey participants in response to
item 2 in Section C, please list what you consider to be the greatest challenges of
including ESL students in subject area classes. Forty-five of the 322 responses to this
item (14%) mentioned either a lack of time to deal with the unique needs of ESL students
or a concern that time spent with ELLs took time from English proficient students.
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Table 15
Frequencies and Percentagesa for Time in Section B
Survey
Item

N

B6

238

B7
B8

Seldom or Never
Freq

Some of the Time Most or All of the Time

(%)

Freq

(%)

Freq

(%)

44

(18.5)

117

(49.2)

77

(32.4)

238

35

(14.7)

128

(53.8)

75

(31.5)

238

131

(55)

86

(36.1)

21

(8.8)

aPercentage reported in this table is the valid percentage; non-responses were not included in this
calculation.

Comments included: “the additional time to explain things. They would take 2 or 3 times
as much time to help these students;” and “having time to attend to their needs--requires
greater attention--may distract or slow pace of course;” and “delays class time for special
needs.”
The Qualitative Inquiry
The themes of time and modification were interwoven in the qualitative
participants' accounts of their experiences with ELLs. Participants' willingness to make
coursework modifications was tied to their perception of time and their chronic lack of it.
Gina, for example, was very interested in exploring effective ways to modify her courses
for ELLs, but she was discouraged from doing so by the amount of time she perceived the
modifications would take. "As much as I’d like to say I do, there’s not enough time to go,
I’m going to make up a separate lesson, so it’s just, it’s hard. Especially when you don’t
know really what kind of lesson would work" (Gina, January 22, 2002).
Beyond the time necessary to make coursework modifications, participants
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recognized other needs in ELLs that required their time as teachers. For example,
communicating with ELLs and their parents was time consuming. “I know for me to
explain something in class can take 20 minutes” (Neal, October 24, 2001). In addition,
Neal was discouraged by the large numbers of students in his classes and noted the
unrealistic time demands placed on him. He recommended a reduction in class sizes for
courses with ESL students.
If you’re going to help an ESL kid, you need to have 10 kids a class. And, I mean,
30 ESL kids in a day for a semester would be too many, really. Because you can’t
do the follow-up that you need. I mean, I think 90 kids are too many for me in a
semester. I’m going to end up with 180 kids almost this year. And I’m supposed
to be able to call their parents and check up on them. The truth is you can’t, not
and be sane. I mean, there are people that do it, but I don’t want to devote my life
to teaching in that aspect. (Neal, December 6, 2001)
Constraints on participants' time also discouraged them from seeking assistance
from the school’s ESL teacher. Kathy and Libby had found time to meet with the ESL
teacher once, but neither could afford time for regular meetings. Although Gina expressed
a desire to work more closely with the ESL teacher, their schedules were not compatible.
Ideally, she thought, the ESL teacher would have come to her class.
And I know too, that when we have planning period and scheduling and after
school activities, we never really have a chance to meet with the ESL teacher. I’ve
never met [the ESL teacher]. I mean, I just, there are conflicts in scheduling or
whatever, if maybe she could even, um, come in maybe just once in the semester,
sometime in the beginning, and I know that’s hard because I know she travels, but
that would kind of help...but see, there again, in the world of education, it’s hard
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to be freed up to do anything. (Gina, February 5, 2002)
Finally, some participants were concerned that ESL inclusion could slow the pace
of their classes. Neal was particularly concerned that the inclusion of ELLs, or any other
special needs students, would slow the progress of the rest of the class.
I don’t slow down for anybody. I mean, if they’re in there, they can keep up to
my pace. Or, I mean because, I mean you heard them talking about, or heard me
talking about with them how much we have to do this last two weeks. We’re still
rushing to get things done. And that was, I go at a pretty quick pace, so if we
slowed down any more we wouldn’t get there. (Neal, December 6, 2001)
In conclusion, time was a deterrent to coursework modifications. Time also
prevented participants from developing a working relationship with the ESL teacher.
ESL inclusion in mainstream classes placed demands on teachers whose time was already
in short supply. Lack of time compounded by the unique needs of ELLs was a source of
frustration for all participants.
Training and Support
This section reports findings from the survey and the qualitative inquiry related to
the theme of training and support.
The Survey
The theme of training and support measured participants’ attitudes and
perceptions of the training they had received (A13) and were interested in receiving for
working with ESL students (A14). This theme also investigated participants’
perceptions of the adequacy of the support they received from their schools’
administrations and ESL teachers (B9, B10), including a measurement of the frequency
with which participants conferenced with the ESL teacher (B11). Table 16 reports means
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Table 16
Attitudes and Perceptions of Training and Support in Section A
Survey Item

Mean

SD

A13. I have adequate training to work with ESL students.

1.89

.74

A14. I am interested in receiving more training in working with ESL
students.

2.49

.74

Note. SD = standard deviation. The mean represents the average score on a four-point Likert scale in
which 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, and 4 = strongly agree.

Table 17
Frequencies and Percentages for Training and Support in Section A
Survey
Item

SD
Freq (%)

D
Freq

A
(%)

Freq

SA
(%)

Non-response

Freq (%)

Freq

(%)

2

(.7)

A13

86 (30.8)

142 (50.9)

42 (15.1)

7 (2.5)

A14

28 (10)

98 (35.1)

135 (48.4)

13 (4.7)

5 (1.8)

Note. SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. Freq = frequency. % =
percentage; non-responses were included in this calculation. N = 279.
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and standard deviations from Section A of the survey. Frequencies and percentages the
theme of training and support from Section A of the survey are presented in Table 17.
Participants generally disagreed with the statement, “I have adequate training to
work with ESL students.” This item had a mean of 1.89; 229 respondents (81.7%)
disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement (Table 18). Approximately half (148)
of the participants (53%) were interested in receiving more training in working with ESL
students.
The degree of support participants with ESL inclusion experience perceived from
school administration when their classes had ESL students enrolled in them was almost
evenly divided between the three frequency categories: 37.8% (88) never or seldom
received adequate support, 36.9% (86) some of the time, and 21.1% (59) most or all of
the time (Table 19). Perceptions of adequate support from the ESL teacher were slightly
more frequent with 23.1% (54) seldom or never receiving adequate support, 44.9% (105)
some of the time, and 32.1% (75) most or all of the time receiving adequate support.
Few participants with ESL inclusion experience (41) conferenced with the ESL
teacher most or all of the time (17.5%). Those who conferenced with the ESL teacher
some of the time represented 42.7% (100) of the respondents and 39.7% (93) of
respondents seldom or never conference with their school’s ESL teacher.
The Qualitative Inquiry
None of the four participants in the qualitative inquiry had received in-service or
pre-service training for teaching language minority students. All participants felt
inadequately prepared to deal with the unique needs of the ESL students included in their
classrooms. "I have no training to, to handle this" (Kathy, October 31, 2001). "I wish
that there was more that I could do to help them. I mean, we don’t have the training to
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Table 18
Guide to Survey Items Related to Training and Support in Section Ba
Survey Item

B9

Statement

I receive adequate support from school administration when my
classes enroll ESL students.

B10

I receive adequate support from the ESL staff when my classes enroll
ESL students.

B11

I conference with the ESL teacher.

Note. Respondents were instructed to select the frequency of each statement in their classrooms.
Frequencies included: seldom or never; some of the time; or most or all of the time.
aRespondents without ESL inclusion experience were instructed to skip Section B.

Table 19
Frequencies and Percentagesa for Training and Support in Section B
Survey
Item

N

Seldom or Never

B9

233

88

(37.8)

86

(36.9)

59

(21.1)

B10

234

54

(23.1)

105

(44.9)

75

(32.1)

B11

234

93

(39.7)

100

(42.7)

41

(17.5)

Freq

(%)

Some of the Time
Freq

(%)

Most or All of the Time
Freq

(%)

aPercentage reported in this table is the valid percentage; non-responses were not included in this
calculation.
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help the kids in the way that we need to" (Neal, December 6, 2001).
In lieu of training, Gina and Neal relied on their previous experiences as teachers of
English proficient students when instructing ELLs. Gina compared her experience with
ELLs with her experience with sight-impaired students. "I’ve had a blind student I’ve
taught every year, too. And I’ve never been trained to do that. Um, so it’s kind of like
teachers train themselves, and you try to find what works" (Gina, January 22, 2002).
Trial and error was how Gina learned to deal with ESL inclusion.
Interviewer: If there were a young teacher, a new teacher who was going to have
an ESL student, or two or three, for the first time, could you offer them any
advice?
Gina: Be pragmatic would be... not to be so scared of it. Um, and to use your
common sense and especially if they have traveled at all, I would say what did
you do when you traveled and how do you communicate, and maybe, you know,
I’d say you already know how you communicate visually, you can use that. As
far as the modification of work or activities, that’s still something I have a
problem with, so I don’t know how much I could give. I would tell them to
abbreviate some things, change the wording in some things. Um, but really it’s
just being pragmatic and trial and error. (February 5, 2002)
Neal taught his ELLs English the same way he taught all his students English, intimating
that, contrary to his quote above, he did not need any special training to work with ELLs.
"I know how to teach English and that’s what they’re trying to learn" (Neal, October 24,
2001). Libby persevered through her ESL inclusion experiences, unsure exactly how to
work with ELLs. "Somehow we worked it out and did the best we could" (Libby,
February 19, 2002). Kathy also coped with ESL inclusion without previous training,
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reporting, "we struggled through" (Kathy, October 31, 2001).
Gina and Libby had a clear idea of the types of training they would have found
effective. Receiving information on effective teaching strategies topped the list.
In any in-service, things should focus on teaching strategies. Because you go to
the in-services and it’s like, ‘oh my gosh, what is this stuff we’re learning?’ And
in teaching programs, teaching strategies! They want us to vary it. They want us
to shake it up a bit, but nobody ever comes up with now how do you really do
this. So, and maybe something comparing like, if you were to do this type of
activity in a regular classroom, this is comparable to that. Um, I don’t really
know. I don’t know other than maybe teaching strategies, because the other part,
I mean I can’t learn the language necessarily. (Gina, January 22, 2002)
Neal agreed but with the caveat that any training be "immediately applicable" and
"something I found relevant to what I was doing" (Neal, October, 24, 2001).
Gina also perceived a need for her school administration to more clearly articulate
their expectations for teachers whose classes enrolled ESL students.
Let the teacher know this is really, we know that you don’t speak all languages,
this is what is really expected of you and what you should be doing, and maybe
then give some strategies to go along that with that. But sometimes you don’t
know exactly what is expected of you...it can really frustrate you because you
don’t know how to handle it. (Gina, February 5, 2002)
In terms of support from the ESL department, two of the participants (Kathy and
Libby) had contacted the school's ESL teacher. Both found the ESL teacher to be helpful
by providing strategies and by explaining the individual circumstances of the ELLs ho
were enrolled in their classes. Gina had not met the ESL teacher face-to-face, but she was
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comforted just knowing her ELLs were receiving ESL instruction.
I can’t imagine not, or having an ESL student and not having an ESL teacher that
comes around to help. If it were just a teacher and you were the sole person the
child interacts with, I can’t imagine that. That would be difficult, but knowing
there’s someone there to reinforce what you’re doing, that helps. (Gina, February
5, 2002)
Again, participants felt they did not have enough time to allow adequate contact with the
ESL teacher.
The ESL teacher notified all subject area teachers whose classes had ESL students
shortly after each semester began. In the letter she sent to the mainstream teachers, the
ESL teacher included the approximate reading level of each ELL. While Gina thought this
information was helpful, she wanted to know more.
They let me know that she reads on a fourth grade level, but I know after taking a
language class, reading on a fourth grade level and communicating are two different
things. And I want to know where is she communication-wise. (Gina, February 5,
2002)
Libby wanted to know more about her ELLs' previous schooling experiences.
Maybe the only thing I might would, might be nice to know is what their level
was in that subject area before they came. You know, if they really have a hard
time with English, and we’re having a hard time communicating, I’d like to know
were they making As in their sciences there? Is this something they had trouble
with? That way if they’re not doing so well I’ll know, well this is something that
they might be having a hard time with naturally or is it because of the English?
(Libby, February 19, 2002)
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Finally, Gina believed the ESL teacher should provide classroom support.
I think it would be a good idea, too, like to have the ESL teacher come in the
classroom. Not anything where they have to come all the time, but maybe visit
the actual classroom. I think [the ESL teacher], I think she’s here fourth block,
and I know she’s going between schools and all that, but at least if they could just
visit the classroom maybe once or twice during the semester. (January 22, 2002)
Despite feeling inadequately prepared and unsupported for ESL inclusion and
despite Gina’s, Libby’s and Kathy’s willingness to receive ESL training, none of the four
qualitative participants attended a voluntary in-service for mainstream high school
teachers of ELLs in October. The district’s ESL department sponsored the in-service and
invited all high school subject area teacher by placing announcements in their school
mailboxes. The after-school meeting was attended by five of the district’s more than 800
high school teachers.
In conclusion, all participants recognized a need for more training to work
effectively with ESL students. The nature of the training the participants requested was
primarily practical information including appropriate teaching strategies for ELLs. Three
of the four participants relied on the ESL teacher for some degree of support, and Libby
and Gina were interested in receiving more support from the ESL teacher. In particular,
Libby and Gina felt more information regarding the ELLs enrolled in their classes would
have been helpful. Gina would also have welcomed in-class support from the ESL
teacher. Neal’s interview data was contradictory. He felt more training might be helpful,
yet he also said he knew enough about teaching English to be successful with ELLs.
Educational Environment
This section reports findings from the survey and qualitative inquiry related to the
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theme of educational environment.
The Survey
The theme of educational environment measured participants’ attitudes and
perceptions of the classroom environment resulting from ESL inclusion in mainstream
classes. Specifically, this theme teachers’ measured attitudes and perceptions of the
positivity of the atmosphere in classes with ESL inclusion (A1) and their attitudes and
perceptions of the benefits of ESL inclusion for all students (A2). The mean and standard
deviation of survey items related to educational environment are summarized in Table 20.
Item A1 measured respondents’ perceptions of the positivity of the educational
atmosphere in classes with ESL student inclusion. With a mean of 2.84, responses to this
item indicated a general agreement with the statement. The majority (209) of respondents
(74.9%) agreed or strongly agreed that ESL inclusion created a positive educational
atmosphere (Table 21).
Responses to item A2 indicated a lesser degree of agreement with the statement
that the inclusion of ESL students in subject area classes benefits all students. The mean
for this item was 2.65. Just over half (153) the respondents (54.8%) agreed or strongly
agreed that ESL inclusion benefitted all students, and 40.5% (113) either disagreed or
strongly disagreed that ESL inclusion benefitted all.
The write-in questions of Section C, which asked respondents to list the greatest
benefits and challenges of ESL inclusion in subject area classes, also provided data on
respondents’ attitudes and perceptions of the educational environment resulting from ESL
inclusion. In response to item C1, which measured the greatest benefits of inclusion, 189
respondents (76.2%) made reference to the educational environment resulting from ESL
inclusion in subject area classes. The majority of these responses (165 of the 189)
104

Table 20
Attitudes and Perceptions of Educational Environment
Survey Item

Mean

SD

A1. The inclusion of ESL students in subject area classes creates a
positive educational atmosphere.

2.84

.61

A2. The inclusion of ESL students in subject area classes benefits all
students.

2.65

.70

Note. SD = standard deviation. The mean represents the average score on a four-point Likert scale in
which 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, and 4 = strongly agree.

Table 21
Frequencies and Percentages for Educational Environment
Survey
Item

SD
Freq (%)

A1

6 (2.2)

A2

7 (2.5)

D
Freq

A
(%)

Freq

58 (20.8)
106

(38)

SA
(%)

Freq (%)

Non-response
Freq

(%)

183 (65.6)

26 (9.3)

6 (2.2)

126 (45.2)

27 (9.7)

13 (4.7)

Note. SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. Freq = frequency. % =
percentage; non-responses were included in this calculation. N = 279.
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focused on the benefits of introducing cultural diversity into the mainstream classroom
through ESL student inclusion. Comments on this benefit included the following: “It
teaches American students patience;” and, “It’s an opportunity to learn from those ESL
students about their languages and cultures;” and, “It teaches students to accept others
who are different than themselves;” and “ESL students introduce a broader perspective on
topics covered in discussion.” Finally, on the last item of the survey which invited
participants to make additional comments, a participant wrote, “Having students from
different cultures in my class is wonderful because everyone can learn from these students
about different cultures, traditions, etc., but they should be able to speak English!”
Twenty-four of the 189 responses that identified educational environment as a
benefit of ESL inclusion focused on the benefits for the ESL students. Comments
indicative of this perception included: “Benefits the ESL student, promotes learning the
language;” and “They become acclaimated [sic] to our culture & learning environment;”
and, “Gives them good, practical English experience. Helps them adjust to American
system.”
Responses to the second item in Section C, the greatest challenges to ESL student
inclusion, also mentioned the educational environment. Forty-three (13.4%) of the 322
responses to this item were related to the environment resulting from the inclusion of ESL
students in subject area classes. Four responses indicated a perception that English
proficient students suffered when their classes enrolled ESL students. Two of these
comments were “less time to instruct regular students / more ‘down time’ for regular
students while regular teacher works with ESL students;” and, “distractions, interruptions
created due to explanations (extra) for ESL students.”
Twenty-one responses to item C2 addressed the linguistic and social difficulties
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ESL students faced when they were enrolled in mainstream subject area classes.
Comments included: “The ESL students get frustrated because they simply cannot keep
up with the coursework;” and, “They feel inadequate, left out;” and “’American’ students
make fun of the ‘foreign’ students.”
The Qualitative Inquiry
Participants in the qualitative inquiry also perceived environmental benefits and
limitations in classes with ESL inclusion. Gina, Neal and Kathy saw potential language
benefits for the ELLs included in mainstream classes. "For the ESL student, um, I think it
helps them to hear the English" (Gina, February 5, 2002). Both Neal and Kathy felt their
ELLs should become more involved in the classroom and more involved with English
proficient students in order to stretch their English language skills.
She does [talk] sometimes just with these four that she sits with, but she’s not
one really to get up and go ask anybody. She’ll ask me, but she really doesn’t ask
much of anybody else. No, I would like to see her do that more" (Kathy, October
31, 2001)
Neal did not allow oral non-participation from ELLs in his class. As discussed
previously in the language theme of this chapter, Neal wanted ELLs to take advantage of
the language learning opportunity his classroom provided. If ELLs did not voluntarily
participate in class, Neal called on them for participation. As the following passage
suggests, Neal perceived a need to prepare his ELLs for American society and life beyond
high school.
Neal: See I make it a point in the classroom not to make any noticeable changes
for the students because, I know in many cases they don’t want it. I mean, I
might take them aside and say, what’s going on, or do you understand this, but I
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try really hard not to.
Interviewer: Right. Do you ever find yourself not calling on them because you
don’t want to embarrass them?
Neal: No, I want to embarrass everybody.
Interviewer: (laugh)
Neal: That’s the truth. If they don’t know the answer, then-Interviewer: But I mean, say for someone in third period class where the girl
whose English is really not so good, do you refrain from calling on her because
you know that she couldn’t express her answers-Neal: No, the first part of the year I did, but now that, I’ve told her, you are
ready to talk in front of the class. In fact, today she read a haiku that had a
grammar error, like subject verb problems, real basic, and she read it in front of the
whole class, and she can hardly speak English because the sounds are different,
and also the consonants are different. She finished it, and I said, I corrected it right
away in front of the whole class, and I said, 'You get it?' And she says, 'Yes, I got
it.' And you know, then we went on. You know, I don’t...
Interviewer: And so she didn’t seem to be, you know, like, freaked out or
anything?
Neal: I think that the first two weeks in my class they see everybody get it. And
after that they know, well, I mean, I really, I told you I want them to be afraid
they don’t know the answers. And if they don’t, I’ll let them squander in their
own ignorance for a minute before I call on somebody else.
Interviewer: Right.
Neal: I will not say, 'Oh that’s fine.' (November 2, 2001)
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Gina’s position toward ELLs non-participation stood in contrast to Neal’s.
During classroom observations, Gina did not require oral participation from her ELLs.
Although she perceived that her ELLs could benefit from the English-rich environment in
her classroom, she allowed her ELLs to choose to participate or to remain silent. In the
following quote, Gina discusses the linguistic and social benefits she perceived ELLs
could gain from group work in her class.
I think it helps her [an ELL] get to know some of the kids that maybe she
wouldn’t be able to socialize with otherwise. Because they might not in a big class
or even in a big school like this. Um, if there’s a student who doesn’t speak
English, they [English proficient students] might be a little leery about going
around that person, or just socializing with them because it would be difficult for
them. But in a group setting, there’s more chance for some kind of interaction, so
I think it would help. I’m not saying all group activities, but I think it can only
help, and plus these are pretty good kids so they help her along, and if anything,
I’ve told her at some points, you can just listen to them. And I think it helps her
maybe to hear their conversations, just hearing the language. (February 5, 2002)
The environment of the mainstream classroom was not always viewed as
beneficial for ELLs. Neal, who taught fundamental classes in the vocational track, felt his
courses were not necessarily the best placement for ELLs academically, linguistically, or
socially. Neal felt that placing his ELLs in college preparatory classes would have been
more appropriate. "I think that they probably learn more not only from me but from
their peers in a College Prep course" (October 24, 2001). Despite previous statements to
the contrary, Neal also expressed dissatisfaction with the linguistic environment his
classroom provided for ELLs. "I mean, you’re throwing them in the deep end before they
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can even swim" (October 24, 2001). Finally, Neal noted the social chasm between the
low-achieving English proficient students in his fundamentals classes and the ELLs.
So the class as a whole doesn’t go that well simply because of the chemistry and
history of it. I mean, the ESL students are fine, but the, some of the other
students, by the time they get to my period have already had, you know, fights or
arguments, whatever. So it’s always a challenge. I have 16 out of 21 resource
kids, and that does not include my ESL students. (October 24, 2001)
He related an incident of what he perceived to be cultural insensitivity on the part
of the English proficient students toward an ELL in his class.
A lot of kids in there aren’t sensitive to how another culture might feel about
things, and, uh, the Vietnamese girl that’s in there, they have, um, there’s a lot of
questioning her in ways that are close to inappropriate, and that embarrass her and
that the kids don’t even realize. You know, like somebody asked her one day if
she’d gone out on a date. I don’t think she dates, and I don’t know what the
cultural impact of that is from Vietnam, but, you know, she was like, she was
appalled. Her face turned red, and that was when she understands, you know.
(December 6, 2001)
ESL inclusion was also perceived to impact the English proficient students of the
classroom. Gina, Libby and Kathy perceived cultural benefits for their English proficient
students in classes with ESL inclusion.
I think it does [benefit mainstream students]. Um, the same way it would benefit
students to travel overseas and see other cultures. I don’t see how it could hurt.
The only time that I could see that it would hurt is if the teacher was so involved
with one or two students, that you let the rest of it go. (Gina, February 5, 2002).
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Field notes from the observation of participants’ classrooms, however, showed
the interaction between English proficient students and ELLs to be minimal. ELLs,
particularly those of low English proficiency, rarely spoke. When the ELLs did speak,
they spoke primarily with the teacher, not with classmates. Gina’s classroom provided
daily group work activities lasting between 15 and 25 minutes, a seemingly ideal setting
for ELLs and English proficient students to interact. However, in both group work
situations observed, Gina’s ELL spoke only once. In both group work and class
discussions in all participants’ classrooms, ELLs remained silent and were largely ignored
by both the teacher and the English proficient students. Cultural benefits for English
proficient students stemming from contact with ELLs were not evident in the classes
observed by the researcher.
In conclusion, the four participants perceived the environment of a classroom with
ESL inclusion to be both positive and negative for ELLs. Positively, the environment was
perceived to be helpful for ELLs' language acquisition and socialization. However,
participants observed that the environment could also be socially and academically
harmful to ELLs. Finally, mainstream classrooms with ELLs were viewed as a cultural
learning experience for English proficient students although field notes do not support
this perception.
General Attitudes
This section reports findings from the survey and qualitative inquiry related to
participants’ general attitudes toward the inclusion of ESL students in mainstream
classes.
The Survey
The theme of general attitudes toward ESL inclusion measured participants overall
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attitudes toward the inclusion of ELLs in mainstream classes. Two survey items were
designed to capture participants’ general attitudes: a measure of participants’ attitudes
toward limiting inclusion of ESL students to those with a minimum level of English
proficiency (A3) and a measure of participants’ enthusiasm for ESL inclusion in their
classrooms (A15). The mean and standard deviation of the two survey items related to
general attitude are summarized in Table 22.
Item A3 measured respondents’ attitude toward limiting mainstream inclusion of ESL
students to those ELLs with at least a minimum level of English proficiency. With a
mean of 2.95, responses to this item indicated participants’ general agreement with the
statement. Nearly three quarters (209) of the respondents (74.9%) agreed or strongly
agreed that ESL students should not be included in general education classes until they
had attained a minimum level of English proficiency (Table 23).
Responses to item A15, however, indicated participants’ tendency toward
agreement with the statement, I would welcome the inclusion of ESL students in my class

Table 22
General Attitudes Toward ESL Inclusion
Survey Item

Mean

SD

A3. ESL students should not be included in general education classes
until they attain a minimum level of English proficiency

2.95

.74

A15. I would welcome the inclusion of ESL students in my class.

2.81

.62

Note. SD = standard deviation. The mean represents the average score on a four-point Likert scale in
which 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = agree; and 4 = strongly agree.
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Table 23
Frequencies and Percentages for General Attitudes Toward ESL Inclusion.
Survey
Item

SD
Freq (%)

D
Freq

A
(%)

Freq

SA
(%)

Non-response

Freq (%)

Freq

(%)

A3

9 (3.2)

55 (19.7)

150 (53.8)

59 (21.1)

6 (2.2)

A15

7 (2.5)

61 (21.9)

177 (63.4)

25

9 (3.2)

(9)

Note. SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree. Freq = frequency. % =
percentage; non-responses were included in this calculation. N = 279.

with mean of 2.81. While 24.3% (68) of participants would not welcome the inclusion of
ESL students, 72.4% (202) would welcome their inclusion (Table 23).
The Qualitative Inquiry
The general attitude toward ESL inclusion, in the case of two participants in the
qualitative study, was predicated on the English proficiency level of the ELLs. Neal and
Libby held more positive attitudes toward the inclusion of ELLs with a high level of
English proficiency than the inclusion of ELLs with lower English proficiencies.
I would be okay with it [ESL inclusion] as long as they could speak a little
English. I have a hard time if they can’t speak any English because I just, you
know, if they can understand some. I had a real hard time with that one student.
(Libby, February 25, 2002)
Neal advocated some type of intensive English language learning experience to bring ELLs'
to a minimum level of English proficiency before ELLs were allowed to enter mainstream
classes.
It [Neal's attitude toward ESL inclusion] depends on the students' success as far
113

as their second language, I mean, the students who, like I said if they had passed
some sort of basic requirement, if they had a basic understanding of English, I
think there would be no question there would be a benefit, but not all of them
have that. (Neal, October 24, 2001)
Libby’s and Gina’s attitudes were dependent on the number of ELLs that would
be enrolled in a single class.
I don’t mind it [ESL inclusion] as long as I don’t have too many in one. (laugh)
Because it gets, if you have four or five kids, and you got 33. You know, if you
had four kids that were ESL it would be kind of hard. It would depend, I mean if
it’s like the kid, the teenager I have right now, it’d be no problem at all. I could
have all my students like her, it would be perfect, to be honest. (Libby, February
19, 2002)
Gina would have been more enthusiastic about receiving ELLs in her classroom if
she had had better support from school administration and the ESL teacher.
I think it would be a good idea, too, like to have the ESL teacher come in the
classroom. Not anything where they have to come all the time, but maybe visit
the actual classroom...[because] it’s kind of hard when you don’t know what
you’re doing and you have a kid who needs to learn and they’re in school and
they’re willing to learn and you don’t know what they are learning. (January 22,
2002)
Because their inclusion experiences included ELLs with limited English
proficiency, because the number of ESL students enrolling in their classes was beyond
their control, and because training and support were very limited, participants did not
enthusiastically look forward to future ESL inclusion experiences. When asked how she
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would feel about the inclusion of more ELLs in her class, Gina replied, “Um, no, the way
it’s set up right now, hmm-mm. Honestly I can’t say I’d be happy about it, it’d be just
more frustration” (January 22, 2002).
Frustration was a common element in the ESL inclusion experiences of all
participants. The participants were frustrated by the lack of time they had to deal with
the needs of ESL students, by their inability to communicate with ELLs, and by their
own inability to effectively address ELLs' needs. "It [ESL inclusion] can really frustrate
you because you don’t know how to handle it" (Gina, February 5, 2002). "I mean it’s a
challenge to know if she [an ELL] understands what you’re saying. If it’s getting through
to her. If there’s something you should be doing that you’re not. I have no training to, to
handle this” (Kathy, October 24, 2001). "They’re just sweet kids, but I wish that there
was more that I could do to help them. I mean, we don’t have the training to help the
kids in the way that we need to” (Neal, December 6, 2001).
The inclusion of ELLs was often an unsettling experience for the participants.
Teaching strategies that had been successful with English proficient students were not
necessarily successful with ELLs. Libby, like others, even found it difficult to
distinguishing successful from unsuccessful strategies when working with ELLs.
As far as unsuccessful,the hard thing is not knowing what’s unsuccessful because
sometimes I don’t know, you know, unless they come to me and say, this isn’t
working. And they usually don’t do that because they’re usually pretty quiet and
kind of to themselves, and so to be honest I really don’t know what has been
unsuccessful you know...I really don’t know what’s been unsuccessful because
nobody’s ever come and said I can’t, I don’t know how to communicate with you,
you know? (Libby, February 19, 2002)
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Part of Gina's frustration with ESL inclusion stemmed from her sense of
helplessness. “You’re just, you’re at a loss...you just try to get through as much as you
can, but as far as meeting the curriculum and making sure they’re getting all the content, I
don’t know if it’s possible” (February 5, 2002). Gina tried to hide her frustration from
the ELLs enrolled in her classes. "She [an ELL] knows I’m frustrated, and I try not to be
frustrated” (Gina, January 22, 2002). It was important to Gina, despite her own
frustration and feelings of helplessness, that she was,
making sure they [ELLs] don’t feel like they’re just left out. Because I always
worry about that, and I always make sure that I at least smile or tap them on the
shoulder or say goodbye or something that day to let them know I haven’t
forgotten they’re there. (Gina, January 22, 2202)
Despite their feelings of frustration with the inclusion of ESL students in their
classes, the participants identified most of their ELLs as "really good kids" (Libby,
February 25, 2002). Kathy described the ELL enrolled in her class as "just precious"
(October 31, 2001). ELLs shared a positive reputation among all four participants.
“They seem to be good kids, I mean, I haven’t, not really, they tend to...tend to be a little
bit more on top of things half the time, paying attention and doing the best they can”
(Libby, February 19, 2002). Despite his negative experiences with some ESL students,
like the disruptive ELL discussed above, Neal said, "I haven’t yet had an ESL kid that
wasn’t sweet" (December 6, 2001).
In conclusion, the nature of participants' general attitudes toward the inclusion of
ESL students was complex. The ELLs’ English proficiency, the number of ELLs enrolled
in each class, and the limited training and support for teachers affected participants’
attitudes. In addition, the ESL inclusion experience was often a source of frustration for
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teachers who felt a sense of impotence in the face of the needs of ELLs, needs they were
unprepared to meet. Lack of time and the inability to communicate efficiently with ELLs
contributed to participants' feelings of frustration with ESL inclusion. Despite these
feelings, participants shared a perception of their ELLs as ‘good’ kids.
Observational and Interview Data
The findings in the above six sections related to each theme were drawn from both
observational and interview data. As part of the data collection cycle, each of the four
participants in the qualitative inquiry sat for an initial interview. This interview was
followed by two to four classroom observations. The data collection cycle was
completed with a final interview (in Neal’s case, two final interviews). Field notes from
the classroom observations were used primarily to verify or contradict the interview data.
For example, in her initial interview, Gina said the inclusion of ESL students in her classes
provided an opportunity for English proficient students to learn to interact with students
who were different from themselves. However, field notes from her classroom
observations did not support this perception. According to the field notes, ELLs and
English proficiency students rarely interacted in her classroom. Field notes were also
used to create the profiles in the Participants section of this chapter. Specific examples of
participants’ teacher talk and a brief analysis of their teaching styles were drawn from
field notes in the creation of the profiles. The relationship between interview and
observational data, then, was one of checks and balances. Observational data were
primarily used to verify or contradict the interview data from all four qualitative inquiry
participants.
Discussion of the Findings
The purpose of this study was to examine mainstream teachers’ attitudes and
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perceptions of the inclusion of ESL students in their classes through a survey and a
qualitative inquiry. Attitudes and perceptions were analyzed above through the six
themes: language, modification, time, training and support, educational environment, and
general attitude. This section summarizes the findings of the study across the six themes.
More than three quarters of the participants in the survey had experienced the
inclusion of ESL students in their mainstream classrooms, yet most of the teachers had
received little or no training to work with this population of students. Teachers felt they
were inadequately prepared for ESL inclusion, and most of the teachers who had
experienced ESL inclusion felt they were inadequately supported, particularly by their
schools’ administrations. Interestingly, only slightly more than half of the participants in
the survey were interested in receiving training to work with ELLs. Juxtaposed with
teachers’ perceptions that ESL students should not be included in mainstream classes
until the students have reached a minimum level of English proficiency was the teachers’
ambivalence toward more ESL training. This may be an indication of an attitude that lowproficiency ELLs are misplaced in mainstream classes. Although teachers reported they
were generally welcoming of ESL inclusion, this attitude may be predicated on ELLs’
level of English proficiency. The data, both survey and qualitative, suggest that teachers
are less welcoming of ELLs with low proficiency in English than of ELLs with high
English proficiency.
In addition to receiving little ESL inclusion training, survey participants in this
study had little training in or experience with second language processes. Some
misunderstandings of second language acquisition processes may be evident in teachers’
perceptions of the length of time necessary to acquire English, the most effective
environment for second language acquisition, and the utility of ELLs’ native language in
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second language acquisition. First, despite teachers’ perception to the contrary, 2 years
has generally been considered insufficient to acquire CALP (cognitive academic language
proficiency) skills (Cummins, 1980). Second, write-in comments on the survey and
interview data from Neal revealed a perception that immersion in an English-rich
environment was sufficient, even ideal, for English acquisition. Krashen’s (1985) input
hypothesis stands in contrast to this assumption. Too much input, Krashen
hypothesizes, can overwhelm the learner. Finally, write-in comments from survey
participants and interview data from Neal and Kathy identified a belief that continued
native language use would slow the progress of English acquisition. This is not an
assumption supported by research (Cummins, 1988). In general, participants’
perceptions were not informed by a knowledge of second language acquisition processes.
Participants perceived English as a necessary precursor to academic success for
ELLs, and they viewed ELLs’ limited English proficiency to be a barrier between ELLs
and subject area knowledge. For the purposes of communicating and assessing content
area knowledge, participants in the qualitative inquiry perceived English language skills as
vital in their classrooms. Proficiency in English was assumed of all students in
participants’ classrooms, and ELLs’ limited English proficiency appeared to confuse and
frustrate participants.
Survey participants’ attitudes toward ELLs’ native languages as a classroom
resource were slightly negative. While teachers were somewhat accepting of native
language use in school, those teachers with ESL inclusion experience rarely provided
native language materials and most did not allow native language use in the classroom. In
the qualitative inquiry, Neal perceived ELLs’ native language as an impediment to English
acquisition and assimilation into American society. Gina was the only qualitative
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participant willing to utilize ELLs’ native languages in order to convey and assess subject
area content, but she was prevented from doing so by the inaccessibility of native
language materials and native language speakers. ELLs’ native language, then, was not
perceived as a resource in the mainstream classroom for two possible reasons. Teachers
may have perceived ELLs’ continued native language use to inhibit English acquisition
and, even, assimilation into U.S. society. Alternately teachers who were willing to access
ELLs’ native languages as a resource may have been unable to do so because their
educational institutions did not provide access to native language speakers or materials.
In this study, participants in the survey and the qualitative inquiry perceived a
need to modify content for ELLs whose English language ability impeded the students’
progress in their classes. Survey participants were generally willing to allow modification
with the caveat that modifications should not lessen or simplify coursework for ELLs. In
other words, teachers modified coursework primarily in ways that maintained equality
between the coursework demands of English proficient students and ELLs. Granting
ELLs extra time was perceived by teachers to be a good practice, but lessening the
quantity or simplifying coursework were not perceived as positively. Teachers were
willing to fail ELLs who did not achieve at EP standards, even when ELLs displayed extra
effort. This suggests participants’ belief in equal grading standards for students regardless
of English language proficiency. In the qualitative inquiry, Gina expressed concern that
too much modification could be harmful to ELLs because mandated standardized testing
did not take ELLs’ English proficiency into consideration. Neal believed English
proficiency to be essential to successful assimilation into U.S. society and, therefore,
believed modifications to ultimately be harmful to ELLs. Modifications, in other words,
slowed ELLs’ rapid assimilation into U.S. society.
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Finally, survey participants perceived the environment resulting from ESL
inclusion to be positive for all students. In particular, teachers perceived cultural benefits
for English proficient students stemming from increased diversity in the classroom.
Teachers also perceived linguistic and cultural benefits for ELLs resulting from exposure
to U.S. culture and English. While these benefits were perceived among survey
participants and at least one qualitative inquiry participant (Gina), the experiences of the
participants in the qualitative inquiry were not supportive of the perceptions. In none of
the observations of the four participants’ classrooms were issues of diversity stemming
from ESL inclusion discussed or intimated. Furthermore, ELLs were overwhelmingly
silent throughout class, ignored by both teachers and English proficient students during
class discussions and group work. This suggests an awareness of the diversity brought to
mainstream classrooms by ELLs, but it also suggests either teachers’ ambivalence toward
incorporating ELLs’ perspectives or an inability to incorporate ELLs’ perspectives. The
education of ELLs in mainstream classrooms appeared to focus on the amelioration of
ELLs cultural and linguistic differences.
Summary
This chapter analyzed the data gathered in this study of teachers’ attitudes and
perceptions of ESL inclusion in mainstream classrooms. Data were categorized into six
themes: language, modification, time, training and support, educational environment, and
general attitude. The data, both quantitative and qualitative, from each theme were
presented first, followed by a discussion of the findings highlighting the interrelated
nature of the six themes. Chapter V will present a summary of the study, conclusions,
implications, and a call for further research based on the findings of the study.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, DISCUSSION, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
This chapter is divided into five sections: summary, conclusions, implications,
discussion, and recommendations for further research. The first section reviews the
study’s purpose, the review of the literature, the research design, and the findings. The
second section presents five conclusions that emerged from the findings of the study.
The third section details the implications of the study. The fourth section presents a
discussion of the conclusions and implications. Finally, this section concludes with a list
of recommendations for further research into the schooling experiences of ELLs and their
mainstream teachers.
Summary
This section summarizes the purpose, research design, and findings of this study.
The purpose of this study was to examine mainstream subject area teachers’ attitudes and
perceptions of the inclusion of ESL students in their classrooms. A single research
question guided this study: what are teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of the inclusion
of ESL students in mainstream classes. To answer this question, the researcher
employed two research methods: a survey of the faculty of four high schools and a
qualitative inquiry consisting of interviews and observations of four teachers. Six themes
in teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion were identified through a review of
recent research studies related to ESL inclusion: language, modification, time, educational
environment, training and support, and general attitude. Attitudes and perceptions
related to each of the themes were explored through both survey and the qualitative
inquiry.
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Review of the Literature
American classrooms at the end of the 20th century experienced a surge in
linguistic diversity, resulting, in part, from an increase in immigration during the 1990s
(Berube, 2000). Through the predominance of ESL pull-out programs, ELLs were placed
in mainstream teachers’ classrooms for the majority of their day. Mainstream teachers,
however, were largely unprepared for the inclusion of ELLs in their classrooms, and
relatively little research has been conducted on teachers’ ESL inclusion experiences to
date.
Although few research studies have examined the experiences of mainstream
teachers of ELLs as the primary focus of the study, the work of some researchers into the
schooling experiences of ELLs has touched on mainstream teachers’ experiences with ESL
inclusion (Fu, 1995; Harklau, 1994; Harklau, 2000; Olsen, 1996; Schmidt, 2000). A
limited number of germinal studies of mainstream teachers’ experiences with ESL
inclusion also provided insight into teachers’ experiences (Clair, 1995; Verplaetse, 1998;
Youngs, 1999). Findings from each of these studies have suggested particular attitudes
and perceptions that teachers may hold toward the inclusion of ESL students in their
mainstream classes. Through the review of the literature, six themes in teachers’ attitudes
and perceptions were identified: language, modification, time, training and support,
educational environment, and general attitude toward ESL inclusion. These six themes
were the foundation for the survey and interview guide created for in this study.
Research Design
This study employed both quantitative and qualitative methods. In order to gain a
broad measure of teachers’ attitudes and perceptions, the researcher administered a
survey of 279 high school teachers in a school district in the Southeast. In order to gain a
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deeper understanding of teachers’ attitudes and perceptions, the researcher also conducted
a qualitative inquiry of four teachers in a high school located in the Southeast.
The survey was created to measure teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of the six
themes discussed above. The survey utilized a four-point Likert scale, a three-point
frequency table, open-ended questions, and demographic questions. Before administering
the survey to the study’s sample, the researcher piloted the survey with 30 middle school
teachers. After the survey was administered, the data were analyzed for frequencies
(modes), percentages, and standard deviations.
The qualitative inquiry consisted of an interview and observation cycle. The four
participants were first interviewed by the researcher following an interview guide
constructed around the six themes discussed above. Initial interviews were followed by
two to four classroom observations (11 in total) in which the researcher scripted the class
with particular attention given to the interaction between teachers and their ELLs. A
second interview, designed to clarify previous interview answer and to discuss relevant
observation data, completed the cycle. The data from the qualitative inquiry were
analyzed inductively as transcripts and field notes were read and reread. Patterns in
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions were noted and categorized into the six themes of the
survey.
Once all data were gathered, the researcher compiled the findings and separated
data by the six themes of language, modification, time, training and support, educational
environment, and general attitudes toward ESL inclusion. The findings were presented by
theme in Chapter IV of this study. Following is a synopsis of the findings for each
theme.

124

Findings
In this section, findings from the study are presented by the six themes of the
study: language, modification, time, training and support, educational environment, and
general attitude toward ESL inclusion. The term participants in this section is used for
both survey and qualitative inquiry participants. Findings related to each group of
participants will be identified as findings for either survey or qualitative inquiry
participants.
The findings of this study are based on a sample of high school teachers within
one district. The size of the sample and the exigencies within this school district and
other districts, limit the generalizability of the findings. The findings of this study,
therefore, cannot be generalized beyond the survey sample.
Language
Many survey participants’ perceptions of second language acquisition processes
were not aligned with the findings of some second language acquisition research in at least
two areas. First, teachers’ perceptions of the amount of time needed to acquire English
may underestimate the length of time necessary to gain academic language proficiency.
While BICS (basic interpersonal communication skills) have been hypothesized to take as
little as 6 months to 2 years to acquire, CALP (cognitive academic language proficiency)
may take as long as 7 years to acquire (Cummins, 1980). Survey participants, however,
generally agreed that ELLs should be able to acquire English within two years of enrolling
in U.S. schools. Second, the assumption by some survey participants and at least one
qualitative inquiry participant that immersion in an English-rich environment was ideal for
English acquisition has been challenged by second language acquisition researchers
(Krashen, 1985). While sufficient language input is necessary, a language environment
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providing a flood of incomprehensible input can overwhelm language learners.
As most (252) survey participants (90.3%) and all qualitative participants lacked
training in language minority education, second language acquisition processes may be
unfamiliar to them. The majority of teachers also lacked first-hand experience with
second language learning. Less than one quarter (62) of the survey participants (21.8%)
reported acquiring more than a beginning level of proficiency in a second language; this
included all four qualitative participants. Study participants, then, were generally
unfamiliar with the language learning processes their ELLs were undergoing in their
mainstream classrooms.
Teachers’ perceptions that English proficiency was essential for the success of
ELLs were pervasive in the data. First, survey participants perceived that language was
the greatest challenge in mainstream classes in which ELLs were enrolled. Second, as
demonstrated in the qualitative data, the lack of a common language created a chasm
between participants and their ELLs, making communication, instruction, and assessment
problematic. Participants in both the survey and qualitative inquiry appeared to perceive
that the rapid acquisition of English was of the utmost importance for ELLs and that
continued limited English proficiency stood as a barrier between ELLs and academic
success.
Survey participants’ perceptions of the utility of ELLs’ native languages were
slightly negative. Most participants with ESL inclusion experience did not provide ELLs
native language materials or allow more than infrequent native language use in the
classroom. However, the attitude of all survey participants toward allowing native
language use at school in general was neutral. These findings may suggest teachers’
perceptions that ELLs’ native language use at school yet outside the classroom is more
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palatable than ELLs’ native language use within the classroom. ELLs’ native languages
were not perceived to be a resource in the classroom. Whether this perception can be
attributed to teachers’ or school administrations’ unwillingness to use native languages as
a resource is unclear. Participants in the qualitative study both supported and rejected
the utility of ELLs’ native languages as a classroom resource. Neal was unwilling to allow
native language use because he believed it would slow English acquisition. Gina, on the
other hand, was willing to consider native language use but was unable to access materials
or speakers of her ELLs’ native languages.
The survey participants’ attitudes toward English language legislation were very
positive. More than 80% (230) would support legislation making English the official
language of the United States. Support for such legislation should not necessarily be
interpreted as a clear indication of a monolingual ideology or as an indication of
participants’ support of native language loss in ELLs. Participants’ attitudes toward
English may, however, indicate a general agreement that English should be the dominant
language in the U.S. today.
Modification
A slight majority (183) of survey participants (59.1%) displayed a willingness to
modify coursework, and most (169 participants, 60.6%) thought modifications would not
be difficult to justify to the English proficient students in their classes. While the
participants expressed some willingness to modify coursework, attitudes toward grade
modification were varied. Approximately 60% of survey respondents were willing to fail
ELLs if they failed to achieve even when they displayed effort. Contrarily, of those
teachers with ESL inclusion experience, approximately 70% (197) reported that effort
was more important than achievement at least some of the time when grading ELLs. This
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suggests that teachers with ESL inclusion experience may be more willing than those
without experience to accept effort as an effective measure to evaluate ELLs.
Participants’ attitudes toward types of modifications may indicate a concern for
equity in coursework demands between ELLs and English proficient students. This
concern was apparent in both the survey and qualitative data. While survey participants
were neutral in their attitudes toward simplifying or lessening the amount of coursework,
most favored granting ELLs more time to complete coursework. Granting more time was
also a classroom behavior that teachers with ESL inclusion experience reported more
frequently than lessening the quantity of work. Teachers may have recognized that extra
effort was necessary for ELLs to complete the same coursework as English proficient
students, and they were willing to grant ELLs more time. However, ELLs who failed to
perform at English proficient student standards, completing the same amount and quality
of coursework, were subject to a failing grade. This suggests participants’ belief in equal
grading standards for students regardless of English language proficiency.
Qualitative inquiry participants’ decisions to modify and their choices in
modification strategies revolved around issues of accommodation of ELLs’ limited English
proficiency and assimilation of ELLs into the mainstream. Gina accommodated her ELLs
by allowing more time, simplifying the language on tests, and lessening the quantity of
coursework, yet she was concerned about the damage such modifications could have on
ELLs’ academic success. Gina modified ELLs’ grades to signify the special circumstances
under which ELLs earned their grades. Kathy freely allowed her ELL more time because
she was concerned about the extra effort required of her ELL to complete work in English.
She refused, however, to lower coursework expectations, i.e., quantity or quality for her
ELL. Neal rarely modified coursework for ELLs because he wanted to speed rather than
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soften their assimilation into English and into U.S. culture.
Time
Approximately 70% (274) of teachers surveyed felt that subject area teachers did
not have adequate time to deal with the needs of ELLs in their mainstream classes.
Although teachers with ESL inclusion experience did not allow ESL inclusion to slow the
progress of the entire class, they did feel that ESL inclusion increased their workloads and
that ELLs required more of their time than English proficient students. Lack of time
inhibited qualitative participants from making more coursework modifications.
Training and Support
Teachers perceived that they did not have adequate training to work with ELLs.
Less than 18% (49) of teachers reported that they were adequately trained for ESL
inclusion. Teachers were evenly divided on their willingness to receive more training to
work with ESL students, 52% (148) were in favor of more training, and approximately
45% (126) were against it. The discrepancy between teachers’ strong perceptions of their
own inadequate training for ESL inclusion and their ambivalence toward receiving more
training may suggest a perception among the teachers that they are not primarily
responsible for the education of ELLs. Alternately, this discrepancy may suggest the
teachers’ perceptions of training as being ineffective.
As teachers felt unprepared for ESL inclusion, they also felt generally
unsupported by their schools’ administrations when ESL students were enrolled in their
classes. Teachers perceived slightly more support from their schools’ ESL teachers,
although few teachers conferenced with the ESL teacher regularly. The qualitative
participants’ suggestions for better support of mainstream teachers included in-class
visits from the ESL teacher, access to materials in ELLs’ native languages, and instruction
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in effective teaching strategies for ELLs.
Educational Environment
Teachers perceived the educational environment resulting from the inclusion of
ELLs in mainstream classes to be positive. Teachers were less supportive of the idea that
ESL inclusion benefitted all students, yet 55% (153) agreed that ESL inclusion benefited
all. English proficient students’ exposure to cultural diversity was perceived to be the
greatest benefit of ESL inclusion. However, data from the qualitative inquiry raises the
question of whether diversity issues were actually addressed in mainstream classes in
which ESL students were enrolled.
General Attitudes Toward ESL Inclusion
Nearly three quarters (72.4%) of teachers (202) surveyed would welcome the
inclusion of ESL students in their classrooms. However, 74.9% (209) felt that ELLs
should not be included in mainstream classes until they had reached a minimum level of
English proficiency. Despite the challenges of ESL inclusion, the participants of the
qualitative study thought of their ELLs as “good,” “sweet” kids. This representation of
ELLs as “good kids” was also present in the write-in comments of survey participants.
Conclusions
Following are conclusions that emerged from the findings of this study.
• Teachers in the four high schools of this district were unprepared for ESL inclusion
in their mainstream classrooms. Most had received no training for working with
language minority students and many had little or no experience as second language
learners themselves. Teachers appeared to be unaware of basic second language
acquisition processes, and their lack of knowledge of these processes may have
inhibited their ability to accurately assess ELLs’ subject area knowledge.
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• Teachers perceived ELLs to be handicapped in mainstream classrooms because of
their limited English proficiency. ELLs could not achieve academic success until
they reached English proficiency because academic success in the four high schools
could only be gained through English. Graduation from the four high schools, for
example, was dependent on students’ ability to pass a test offered only in English.
Therefore, acquisition of English was viewed to be of primary importance in the
education of ELLs, and teachers encouraged the rapid linguistic assimilation of their
ELLs.
• Teachers did not perceive ELLs’ native languages to be a classroom resource.
Because English proficiency was believed to be the gateway to success for ELLs,
teachers generally did not encourage continued native language use in the
mainstream classroom. Teachers who were interested in accessing ELLs’ native
languages as a resource may have been unable to do so because, as Gina and Libby
in the qualitative inquiry reported, they may have lacked access to multilingual
materials and speakers of other languages.
• Teachers tried to homogenize schooling for all students. In addition to encouraging
linguistic assimilation, teachers sought to assimilate ELLs into the school culture
through the equalization of coursework standards. This was most clearly evident in
teachers’ attitudes toward modification. ELLs were often expected to complete the
same quantity and quality of coursework as English proficient students without the
aid of their native languages. Beyond receiving more time to complete coursework,
ELLs were granted few concessions and offered little flexibility in meeting curricular
demands. While teachers may have recognized the increased demands this placed
on ELLs due to their limited English proficiency, they were generally unwilling to
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allow significant modifications for ELLs. Teachers appeared to adopt this stance, at
least in part, with the intention of protecting ELLs from future academic and social
failure. As English proficiency and the ability to work at grade-level in English
were viewed as essential, granting ELLs concessions, i.e., giving less or simplified
coursework or allowing native language use, would ultimately have been harmful to
ELLs.
• Teachers in this study believed that ESL inclusion was an exercise in
multiculturalism. The inclusion of ELLs in mainstream classrooms was viewed as
an opportunity for English proficient students to increase their exposure to and
appreciation for diversity. However, cultural benefits for English proficient
students resulting from interaction with ELLs were not supported by the
observational data of the qualitative inquiry. ELLs and English proficient students
rarely interacted in any of the 11 classes observed in the qualitative portion of this
study. In fact, ELLs rarely spoke out and were typically ignored by teachers and
EP classmates during class discussions and group work. Therefore, the perception
that ESL inclusion was a meaningful experience in diversity for English proficient
students may be unsubstantiated by the data gathered in the qualitative inquiry.
Implications
This study explored the attitudes and perceptions of mainstream teachers of
ELLs. Following are implications derived from the findings and conclusions of the study.
Implications are followed by a brief discussion.
Considering teachers’ perceptions of the inadequacy of their training to work with
ESL students, pre-service and in-service teacher education programs may need to address
effective methods for preparing teachers of all subjects for the inclusion of ESL students
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in their classes. As the population of ELLs more than doubled in one decade in the school
district of this study, educators and administrators may need to examine the ways schools
in the district meet the needs of this population. In particular, schools may need to
examine the implications of including ESL students in the mainstream classrooms of
teachers with little or no preparation for ESL inclusion.
Teachers’ attitudes toward language diversity may indicate some intolerance for
language diversity in their mainstream classrooms. Teachers’ acceptance of the necessity
of ELLs’ rapid linguistic assimilation could be indicative of a monolingual ideology
because linguistic assimilation perpetuates the dominance of one language at the expense
of non-dominant languages. Evidence of a monolingual ideology in the attitudes and
perceptions of teachers in this study can be found in data from both the quantitative and
qualitative inquiries. In the survey, teachers supported the dominance of English, and
they perceived students of limited English proficiency to be handicapped in their
classrooms. Furthermore, ELLs’ native languages were typically not perceived or used as
a resource in the classroom since the pathway to academic success for all students could
only be navigated in English. In the qualitative study, Neal spoke from a monolingual
ideology. He encouraged ELLs and their families to sacrifice their native languages and
acquire English as quickly as possible so that they “can function in the society that [they]
wanted to be a part of in the first place” (October 24, 2001).
However, it remains unclear if the monolingual ideology suggested by teachers’
responses to the survey questions resulted from their own attitudes and perceptions of
ELLs’ native languages or if their attitudes and perceptions were influenced by the
educational institutions in which they worked. While teachers generally did not allow
ELLs to use their native languages in their classrooms, their attitudes toward allowing
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ELLs to use their native languages outside the classroom were neutral. Additionally,
while the survey participants generally perceived linguistic difference to be a handicap in
their classrooms, this may have been a result of teachers’ recognition of the necessity of
English proficiency for academic success in their schools. ELLs’ native languages were
generally defined as a problem that needed to be solved rather than a classroom resource,
yet it is unclear if teachers could have accessed native languages as a classroom resource if
they had wanted to. Teachers, like Gina in the qualitative inquiry, who wanted to use
ELLs’ native languages, were discouraged from doing so because they appeared to lack
access to native language materials and speakers. Teachers may also have been
discouraged by the district’s inflexible graduation requirements, and the state’s Englishonly testing policy.
Survey participants’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion indicate some
level of appreciation for diversity in mainstream classrooms since appreciation for
diversity was the most cited benefit of ESL inclusion. Many participants viewed the
inclusion of ELLs in mainstream classes to be a multicultural learning experience for
English proficient students, and teachers referred to ESL inclusion as an opportunity for
English proficient students to practice patience, to learn to tolerate difference, and to
celebrate other cultures’ traditions. Field notes from the classrooms of the qualitative
participants, however, suggested a classroom reality in contrast with this perception. In
classes, ELLs were overwhelmingly silent and solitary, speaking infrequently, and rarely
with anyone other than the teacher.
Discussion
Teachers’ appreciation for the cultural diversity ELLs brought to their classrooms
may have been a version of multiculturalism that allowed the celebration of other cultures’
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unique characteristics yet simultaneously encouraged linguistic and cultural others’
assimilation into the dominant culture’s norms; it “allows educators and cultural
producers to speak the language of diversity but to normalize Eurocentric culture as the
tacit norm everyone references” (Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997, p. 11). A survey
participant in this study, for example, spoke the language of diversity and, at the same
time, encouraged linguistic assimilation. “Having students from different cultures in my
class is wonderful because everyone can learn from these students about different
cultures, traditions, etc., but they should be able to speak English!” This participants’
point of view appears to be shared by other participants since, as discussed above, many
teachers welcomed the cultural diversity ELLs brought to their classrooms, yet they
encouraged the linguistic assimilation of ELLs. Abdul JanMohamed and David Lloyd
described a similar version of multiculturalism, or pluralism, in their work. “Such
pluralism tolerates the existence of salsa, it even enjoys Mexican restaurants, but it bans
Spanish as a medium of instruction in American schools” (quoted in McCarthy, 1995, p.
262). Multiculturalism as described above has been labeled liberal multiculturalism
(Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997; Kubota, 2002). Liberal multiculturalism allows for the
limited acceptance of cultural difference if the cultural differences do not challenge
dominant culture norms. Liberal multiculturalists in education, for example, may
encourage immigrant students to share their native cultural customs with classmates but
refuse to allow immigrants students the continued use of their native languages in the
classroom.
Data from this study suggested that teachers may accept their role as assimilation
agents. Teachers appeared to encourage linguistic assimilation, and they generally
accepted the necessity of homogenizing the schooling experiences of all students. Survey
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participants’ attitudes and perceptions of coursework modification indicated an
unwillingness to significantly alter coursework demands to accommodate ELLs’ language
abilities. In the qualitative inquiry, Neal, in particular, perceived his role as an educator to
include the appropriate socialization, both linguistic and cultural, of ELLs. Neal was
committed to teaching ELLs the skills necessary for success in American society and that
included English proficiency and the ability to meet all English proficient student
standards.
In order for linguistic and cultural others to gain success within the United States,
Delpitt (1995) argues, educators must lay bare the implicit rules of the dominant culture
which deny minorities access to power. Failure to provide students from minority
backgrounds with the tools to succeed in the culture of power locks minority students
out. Teachers in this study appeared to recognize English as an essential tool for success
in the U.S., and they generally encouraged their ELLs to become English proficient with
the well-intentioned goal of providing their ELLs access to success.
While it may be essential to make explicit the implicit rules of the dominant
culture, which allow the continued exclusion of minorities, this may be insufficient to
guarantee equity in education. First, laying bare the rules of the culture of power is a
complex task, and educators could fail to recognize this complexity. For example, the
belief that English is the key to ELLs’ academic success assumes that ELLs will have
equal access to success once they acquire English. Laurie Olsen (1996) and James
Tollefson (1989) problematize this assumption through their research with linguistic and
cultural newcomers to the U.S. Neither the high school immigrants in Olsen’s study nor
the Indochinese refugees in Tollefson’s study gained equal access through linguistic
assimilation. Both groups of newcomers accepted linguistic assimilation as a rite of
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passage into full participation in U.S. society. However, both groups discovered that
linguistic assimilation was not sufficient. The immigrant students in Olsen’s study were
required to accept their position in the racial hierarchy of their school, and the refugees in
Tollefson’s study were required to accept their position in the socioeconomic hierarchy in
the U.S. workforce. Neither group gained equal access through linguistic assimilation.
Therefore, teachers’ belief in the equalizing effect of ELLs’ linguistic assimilation may
underestimate the power differentials at work in the culture of their schools and in the
U.S. at large.
Furthermore, while laying bare the rules of the culture of power is a strategy that
attempts to equalize opportunity for cultural and linguistic minorities, it is a strategy that
may allow inequity to persist. Teaching the rules will not necessarily alter the rules of
the culture of power. Cummins (1980) challenges educators to examine inequity and the
school’s role in perpetuating or resisting the status quo.
Are we preparing student to accept the societal status quo (and, in many cases,
their own inferior status therein) or are we preparing them to participate actively
and critically in their society as equal partners with those who come from
dominant group backgrounds? (Cummins, 1980, p. 258)
Johnson (2000) urges educators to engage in reflective practice, a process in which
“teacher educators and teachers ask the broader questions of not just whether their
practices work, but for whom, in what ways, and why--thus both recognizing and taking
responsibility for the consequences of their own practices” (p. 4). A necessary first step
in this reflective process is to “make visible the exclusions and repressions that allow
specific forms of privilege to remain unacknowledged in the language of Western
educators and cultural workers” (Giroux, 1992, p. 26-27). Educators must then critically
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examine the roles they play through their practice as well as the roles their educational
institutions ask them to play.
Gonzalez and Darling-Hammond advocate that teachers take an anthropological
approach in the education of ELLs. In this approach, teachers accept the role of
anthropologist by examining school as a cultural event.
When teachers and other school staff examine--from an anthropological
perspective--themselves, the community they serve, the learning community in
the school, and the relationships of these entities with one another, they begin to
understand more deeply the wealth possessed by the newest members of the
community. (1997, p. 131)
Recommendations for Further Research
Following is a list of recommendations for further research into the schooling
experiences of ELLs and their mainstream teachers.
In order to more fully understand teachers’ attitudes and perceptions within a
particular school district, a survey of all subject area teachers is necessary. This study
reported on the attitudes of only those teachers in the high schools with the largest
number of ELLs. In order to be truly representative of this district’s teachers, future
inquiries into teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of ESL inclusion should include all
teachers of the school district being studied. Policy decisions within the district
concerning ELLs and ESL inclusion should be based on a complete and unbiased sample.
In order to more fully realize the implications of teachers’ ESL inclusion
experiences a more expansive qualitative study should be conducted. This study
investigated ESL inclusion through the perspective of classroom teachers. Future
qualitative inquiries into ESL inclusion should examine multiple points of view: students’
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(both EP students and ELLs), teachers’ (both mainstream and ESL), administrators’ and
other community members.’
Future qualitative inquiries into teachers’ experiences with ESL inclusion should
also more fully utilize observational data. The observational data in this study were used
primarily to contradict or verify the qualitative inquiry participants’ interview data.
However, data from the observation of teachers’ classrooms may provide insight beyond
confirmation and verification. Extended observation has the potential to bring teachers’
and students’ implicit beliefs and assumption to the surface.
This study highlights the need for further inquiry into culturally and linguistically
relevant schooling for ELLs and English proficient students. Future researchers should
examine not only the potential deficiencies present in the education of ELLs and English
proficient students, they should examine ways to address these deficiencies. Qualitative
research with attention to the entirety of ELLs’ schooling experiences may best serve this
purpose. Quantitative research could be employed to better understand the general
attitudes and behaviors of teachers within one school or district. However, because
schooling is a situated activity, generalizations of teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of
ESL inclusion across school districts, states or the nation may not be feasible or desirable.
Based on the findings of this study, more research attention may need to be paid
to the ways teacher education programs prepare public school educators of all subject
areas. Of particular interest would be appropriate methods for teacher education
programs to effectively address issues of diversity, both cultural and linguistic, in the
classroom. The findings of this study point to many teachers’ acceptance of a liberal
multiculturalism which celebrates unique cultural characteristics while failing to address
issues of power and equity.
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Finally, future researchers should attempt to identify effective methods for
fostering reflective teaching in teacher education programs. Through reflection on their
teaching and the schools in which they work, teachers may be able to gain a more
thorough understanding of their pedagogical practice and the beliefs and assumptions
undergirding that practice.
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Appendix A: Survey (Page 1)
ESL Students in Mainstream Classrooms
A Survey of Teachers
Section A
Please read each statement and place a check in the box which best describes your opinion.
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
1. The inclusion of ESL students in subject area classes creates a
positive educational atmosphere.
2. The inclusion of ESL students in subject area classes benefits all
students.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

5. ESL student should be able to acquire English within two years of
enrolling in U.S. schools.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

6. Subject area teachers do not have enough time to deal with the needs
of ESL students.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

7. It is a good practice to simplify coursework for ESL students.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

8. It is a good practice to lessen the quantity of coursework for ESL
students.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

9. It is a good practice to allow ESL students more time to complete
coursework.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

10. Teachers should not give ESL students a failing grade if the students
display effort.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

11. Teachers should not modify assignments for the ESL students
enrolled in subject area classes.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

12. The modification of coursework for ESL students would be difficult
to justify to other students.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

13. I have adequate training to work with ESL students.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

14. I am interested in receiving more training in working with ESL
students.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

15. I would welcome the inclusion of ESL students in my class.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

16. I would support legislation making English the official language of
the U.S.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Ô

3. ESL students should not be included in general education classes until
they attain a minimum level of English proficiency.
4. ESL students should avoid using their native language while at
school.
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Appendix A: Survey (Page 2)
1. Have you ever had an ESL student enrolled in your classes? ; Yes ; No (If no, please skip to
Section C.)
2. How many ESL students were enrolled in your classes during this (2001-2002) school year? ________
3. Approximately how many ESL students have enrolled in your classes throughout your teaching career?_
Section B
Which, if any, of the following are descriptive of your classes when ESL students are enrolled?
Please indicate the extent to which each of the following apply in your classes.
Seldom or Some of Most or all
never
the time of the time
Classroom Practices
1. I allow ESL students more time to complete their coursework.

Ô

Ô

Ô

2. I give ESL students less coursework than other students.

Ô

Ô

Ô

3. I allow an ESL student to use her/his native language in my class.

Ô

Ô

Ô

4. I provide materials for ESL students in their native languages.

Ô

Ô

Ô

5. Effort is more important to me than achievement when I grade
ESL students.

Ô

Ô

Ô

6. The inclusion of ESL students in my classes increases my
workload.

Ô

Ô

Ô

7. ESL students require more of my time than other students require.

Ô

Ô

Ô

8. The inclusion of ESL students in my class slows the progress of
the entire class.

Ô

Ô

Ô

9. I receive adequate support from school administration when ESL
students are enrolled in my classes.

Ô

Ô

Ô

10. I receive adequate support from the ESL staff when ESL students
are enrolled in my classes.

Ô

Ô

Ô

11. I conference with the ESL teacher.

Ô

Ô

Ô

Impact of Inclusion

Teacher Support
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Appendix A: Survey (Page 3)
Section C
1. Please list what you consider to be the greatest benefits of including ESL students in subject area
classes:
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
2. Please list what you consider to be the greatest challenges of including ESL students in subject area
classes:
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
Section D
Please answer the following questions. Your answers will assist in the categorization of the responses.
1. What subject area(s) do you teach? (if more than one, please list your primary area first)
_________________________________________________________________________________
2. How many years have you been a public or private school teacher (including this year)? ____________
3. Please indicate your gender..................................................................

; Male ; Female

Yes
4. Is English your native language?...................................................................... ;

No
;

5. Do you speak a second language?..................................................................... ;
If yes, please estimate your highest ability level attained:
; beginner
; intermediate
; advanced

;

6. Have you received training in teaching language minority / ESL students?.............. ;
;
If yes, please describe the type of training, (i.e., in-service workshop, college coursework)
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
Comments: Please write any additional comments you may have concerning the inclusion of ESL
students in subject area classes.
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
Thank you for completing this survey.
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Appendix B : Teacher Invitation for the Qualitative Study

October 8, 2001
Dear ______ High School teacher,
My name is Jenelle Reeves, and I am a doctoral student in Education at the University of
Tennessee, Knoxville. I have been given permission by Knox County School District and
_______ administration to conduct a research study at your high school. I would like to
ask for your participation.
With the recent increase in the number of Knox County students whose first language is
not English, high school teachers in all subject areas are now working with ESL (English as
a Second Language) students. The purpose of my study is to examine the experiences of
subject area, high school teachers who teach these students. I am seeking teachers who
are willing to talk about their experiences and open their classrooms to me for informal
observations. The study will last from October 8 to December 31, 2001. In order to
fully understand your experience with ESL students, I would like to conduct two or three
interviews with you at your convenience. In addition, I would like to conduct biweekly
observations of your classes (up to six observations throughout the semester).
Participation in this study will help reveal the needs of Knox County’s subject area
teachers whose classes enroll ESL students. I deeply appreciate your willingness to share
your experience.
If you are interested in participating in this study, please contact me by October 15 at
reeves00@utk.edu, (865) 670-0247, or at The University of Tennessee, Claxton Complex
A113, Knoxville, TN 37996. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not
hesitate to contact me for further information.
Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jenelle Reeves
Ph.D. Candidate
English, Foreign Language, ESL Education
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Appendix C: Letter of Invitation to Principal of Qualitative Study Site
________ High School
Knoxville, TN 37922
October 1, 2001
Dear Principal _____________,
My name is Jenelle Reeves, and I am a doctoral student in Education at the University of
Tennessee. I am interested in conducting a research study on the experiences of high
school subject area teachers who enroll ESL students in their classes. _______ High
School, with its wide diversity of ESL students would be an ideal site for my study.
Teachers who volunteer to participate in my study would be asked to sit for
approximately three interviews and allow me to observe up to six of their classes. The
duration of this study is from October 1 to December 31, 2001, and I would like to recruit
four teacher participants. Enclosed you will find a letter of invitation I would like to send
to ______ High teachers whose classes contain ESL students. I would also like to
interview _______’s ESL teacher and a few members of your administration.
I believe my study has the potential to benefit high school subject area teachers
throughout the Knox County School District. With the dramatic rise in the number of
students whose first language is other than English in Knox County, the goal of my study
is to understand the challenges and benefits of inclusion of these students in mainstream
classes.
I would like to ask your permission to locate my study at _______ High School. I have
already secured permission from Knox County’s Office of Research and from the
University of Tennessee. I spoke with _________ about my study a few weeks ago, and
she directed me to your office. I am the English and Foreign Language supervisor for
UT’s intern teachers placed at Farragut this year, and I am regularly on Farragut’s campus
on Wednesdays. Perhaps we could meet to discuss my study more thoroughly. I will
contact your office by telephone this week.
I hope you will consider allowing me access to _______’s teaching staff. You can contact
me at (865) 670-0247, reeves00@utk.edu or at the address above. Thank you for your
time.
Sincerely,
Jenelle Reeves
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Appendix D: Cover Letter to the Survey
The University of Tennessee
Claxton Complex 113A
Knoxville, TN 37996
February 15, 2002
Dear high school teacher,
I would like to invite you to participate in the research study ESL students in mainstream
classes: A survey of teachers. This dissertation study is designed to explore the
experiences of high school teachers whose classes enroll or may some day enroll students
who are learning English as a second language (ESL). Your input will provide valuable
insight.
Whether you have no experience with ESL students or years of experience with ESL
students, I would like to ask you to participate in this study by filling out the enclosed
survey. The survey is anonymous and individual respondents will not be coded in any
way. Survey results may be presented at professional conferences or published in
professional journals. Completion of this survey indicates your consent to participate.
After completing the survey, please deposit it in the box provided at this meeting. Please
keep this letter for your records, and feel free to contact me with questions or comments
at The University of Tennessee, College of Education, Claxton Complex 113A, Knoxville,
TN 37996, Attention: Jenelle Reeves, by telephone at (865) 974-2970, or by e-mail at
reeves00@utk.edu.
Thank you for your participation.

Sincerely,

Jenelle Reeves
Ph.D. Candidate
English, Foreign Language, ESL Education
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Appendix E: List of Definitions
Definition of Terms
Two important terms used in the survey require clarification: subject area teacher and
ESL student.
Subject Area Teacher
Subject area teachers are those who teach core and/or elective courses.
This excludes special education, talented and gifted, and ESL teachers, as
well as school counselors. Subject areas include, but are not limited to,
math, science, English, social sciences, physical education, music, home
ecology, industrial arts, and world languages.
ESL Student
ESL student is used to describe a student whose English language ability, in
your view, impedes her/his progress in subject area coursework. An ESL
student, in this view, may or may not be enrolled in ESL classes.
Thank you for your participation in this study.
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Appendix F: Feedback Questions on the Pilot Study
Feedback Questions
Please answer the following questions after completing the survey.
1. Which, if any, items on the survey were unclear to you? (Please explain.)

2. Which, if any, items did you find difficult to answer? (Please explain.)

3. Approximately how long did it take you to complete the survey?

4. This survey uses a four point scale (strongly agree, agree, disagree and strongly
disagree). While completing the survey, did you feel this scale adequately allowed you to
express your opinion? (If not, please explain.)

5. In your opinion, which, if any, items on the survey display a bias on the part of the
researcher?

6. Please provide any additional comments you would like to make.

Thank you for participating in this pilot study!
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Appendix G: Pilot Study Cover Letter
December 11, 2001
Dear _______ Middle School teacher,
Thank you for participating in this pilot study. The attached survey is part of a
dissertation research study entitled High school teachers’ attitudes and perceptions of
ESL inclusion in mainstream classes. This study will explore the experiences of high
school teachers whose classes enroll ESL (English as a Second Language) students.
In order to ensure the quality of the survey devised for the study, I would like to invite
you to participate in the piloting of this instrument. As a middle school teacher, you, too
may have experienced ESL inclusion in your classes. Even if you have not had an ESL
student in your class, your input on this survey is extremely helpful. None of the survey
data gathered in this pilot study will be included in the final analysis of the data. It is
your input on the instrument itself that I am interested in.
For the purposes of this survey, ESL students are defined as students whose English
ability, in your opinion, impedes their progress in subject area coursework. ESL
students, in this view, may or may not be enrolled in ESL classes.
After completing the survey, please answer the feedback questions on the last page of
this packet. Thank you for participating in this research project. Your input is critical to
the success of the study.
Please feel free to contact me at (865) 974-2970 or reeves00@utk.edu if you would like
further information on this study.
Sincerely,

Jenelle Reeves
Ph.D. Candidate
English, Foreign Language, ESL Education
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Appendix H: Interview Guide
Interview Guide
1. Tell me about your history as a teacher.
* years of experience
* subject areas
* schools
* number of ESL students
* nature of training for working with ESL students
2. What are the challenges of including ESl students in your classes?
* What would your reaction be to receiving more ESL students in your classes?
* How do you think students’ native culture may impact their performance as a
student in your class?
3. What are the benefits of including ESL students in your classes?

4. Tell me about the training you have received in working with ESL students.
* What can your administration do to better support you?
* What training would you recommend for subject area teachers of ESL students?
* What kind of support do you receive from the ESL teacher at your school?
5. Please describe your feelings the first time an ESL student enrolled in your one of your
classes.
* How have your attitudes toward ESL inclusion changed over time?
6. What techniques or strategies have been successful in your experience with ESL
students? What techniques have been unsuccessful?
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Appendix I: Letter of Invitation to School Principals
January 4, 2002
Dear Principal ________,
I would like to ask for your help with a research study. My name is Jenelle Reeves, and I
am a doctoral student in Education at the University of Tennessee. For my dissertation
research I am studying the experiences of high school, subject area teachers whose classes
enroll ESL students. As you know, Knox County has experienced a large increase in the
enrollment of students whose first language is one other than English over the last decade.
Much of the ESL student’s day is spent in mainstream, subject area classes. In order to
better understand teachers’ experiences, I will conduct a survey with teachers from four
Knox County schools. I would like to include _____ High School teachers in this study.
With your permission, I would like to administer a survey to all of your subject area
teachers. A copy of the survey is enclosed. The survey is anonymous; responses cannot
be linked to individual teachers. In addition, each school site will be kept confidential and
will not be identified by name in the written reports of this research. If you would like a
copy of the final report, I will provide you with one. I have gained permission to conduct
this study through Dr. Mike Winstead at Knox County’s Office of Research.
I would like to administer the survey to your teachers in February at your convenience. I
realize time is in very short supply for your and your teachers, and I have tried to make
the survey as brief as possible. The survey has been piloted, and the average time needed
for teachers to complete it is between 10 and 15 minutes. If possible, I would like to
administer the survey to all faculty at the same time, perhaps during an in-service or
faculty meeting.
I hope you will consider allowing your teachers to participate in this study. The results
of the study may help administrators and teachers meet the challenges of working with
the increased population of ESL students. If you would like more information please
contact me at (865) 670-0247, reeves00@utk.edu or at the above address. I will contact
your office soon to discuss the possibility of conducting this research study at ____High
School.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Jenelle Reeves
Ph.D. Candidate
English, Foreign Language, ESL Education
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Appendix J: Follow-up Letter to School Principals

January 22, 2002

Dear Principal _________,
I would like to follow-up on a letter I sent you two weeks ago about a research study I
am conducting as a doctoral student at The University of Tennessee. I hope you have
had the opportunity to consider allowing me to conduct the survey ESL Students in
Mainstream Classes with your faculty. _______ High School has one of the largest
populations of high school ESL students in the Knox County School District, and your
teachers’ participation in this study would provide much valuable input. The findings
from this research, I strongly believe, have the potential to assist high school teachers
whose classes enroll ESL students.
As I mentioned in the previous letter, I would like to administer the survey at a faculty
meeting between now and the end of February. Time is a very valuable commodity for
school personnel, and I want to assure you that the survey will take no more than 15
minutes. Alternately, I could distribute the survey at the beginning of a faculty meeting
and collect it at the end in order to minimize the amount of time taken away from the
meeting. Please let me know if you would like to offer any alternative arrangements.
Thank you very much for your time and consideration. You can contact me at (865) 6700247, e-mail at reeves00@utk.edu, or at the above address. I look forward to the
possibility of working with you and your faculty.

Sincerely,

Jenelle Reeves
Ph.D. Candidate
English, Foreign Languages, ESL Education
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Appendix K: Follow-up E-mail to Principal at School A
January 30, 2002
Dear Principal ________,
I would like to follow-up on the letter I sent you last week regarding my research
study, ESL Inclusion in Mainstream Classes. I hope you will consider allowing me to
survey your faculty at a faculty meeting in the coming month. ________ High School's
teaching staff could provide extremely valuable information on the ESL inclusion
experience.
The survey should take less than fifteen minutes. Time, I realize, is a very
valuable commodity in schools today, and I would like to keep the time I take from your
meeting to a minimum. I believe the input your faculty can provide will assist teachers
and administrators alike deal with the challenges of an increasing ESL population in Knox
County.
Thank you very much for the opportunity to work with your faculty. Please do
not hesitate to contact me with questions or concerns. I can be reached at this e-mail
address (reeves00@utk.edu) or by telephone at 670-0247.
Thank you for your time!
Sincerely,
Jenelle Reeves
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Appendix L : Greatest Benefits and Challenges of ESL Inclusion (Tables 24 and 25)
Table 24
Responses to Survey Item C1: Greatest Benefits of ESL Inclusion

Category

Frequency

(%)

Cultural Benefit for EP Students
(Diversity / Multiculturalism)

165

(66.5)

Linguistic Benefit for ELL

30

(12.1)

Cultural Benefit for ELL

24

(10)

No Benefit

11

(4.4)

ELL is Model for EP Students

10

(4)

Other

8

(3.2)

Note. Total number of responses = 248
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Table 25
Responses to Survey Item C2: Greatest Challenges of ESL Inclusion

Category

Frequency

(%)

Language Barrier

145

(45)

Lack of Time

45

(14)

Poor Educational Environment

43

(13.4)

ELLs’ Limited Schooling

23

(7.1)

Difficulty Assessing ELLs

19

(5.9)

Difficulty Modifying Coursework

18

(5.6)

Lack of Training and Support

14

(4.3)

Other

15

(4.7)

Note. Total number of responses = 322.
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Appendix M: Comments from Section D of the Survey (Table 26)
Table 26
Comments from Section D of the Survey

Category

Frequency

(%)

The need for minimum English proficiency prior to inclusion
in mainstream classes.

8

(20.5)

Difficulty with ESL inclusion due to lack of time, training, or
support

7

(17.9)

Support for making English the official language of the U.S.

4

(10.3)

Stories of success with ESL inclusion

4

(10.3)

Cultural benefits for English proficient students from ESL
inclusion

3

(7.7)

The need for ELLs to conform through linguistic assimilation
and / or refusal of special treatment

3

(7.7)

Other

10

(25.6)

Note. Total number of responses = 39.
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Appendix N: Summary Tables of Survey Results (Tables 27 and 28)
Table 27
Summary of Survey Results in Section A
Survey
Item

Mean

S

SD

D

A

Freq (%)

Freq (%)

Freq (%)

SA

NR

Freq (%) Freq (%)

A1

2.84

.61

6 (2.2)

58 (20.8)

183 (65.6)

26 (9.3)

6 (2.2)

A2

2.65

.7

7 (2.5)

106 (38)

126 (45.2)

27 (9.7)

13 (4.7)

A3

2.95

.74

9 (3.2)

55 (19.7)

150 (53.8) 59 (21.1)

6 (2.2)

A4

2.39

.75

24 (8.6)

139 (49.8)

89 (31.9)

20 (7.2)

7 (2.5)

A5

2.86

.6

5 (1.8)

50 (17.9)

175 (62.7)

25 (9)

24 (8.6)

A6

2.83

.7

7 (2.5)

73 (26.2)

153 (54.8) 41 (14.7)

5 (1.8)

A7

2.44

.66

15 (5.4)

134 (48)

112 (40.1)

11 (3.9)

7 (2.5)

A8

2.43

.67

17 (6.1)

132 (47.3)

112 (40.1)

11 (3.9)

7 (2.5)

A9

2.91

.57

4 (1.4)

36 (16.5)

195 (69.9) 30 (10.8)

4 (1.4)

A10

2.3

.71

27 (9.7)

145 (52)

85 (30.5)

12 (4.3)

10 (3.6)

A11

2.29

.63

18 (6.5)

165 (59.1)

85 (30.5)

7 (2.5)

4 (1.4)

A12

2.37

.71

21 (7.5)

148 (53)

90 (32.3)

17 (6.1)

3 (1.1)

Note: S = standard deviation; SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree; NR
= non-response.
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Table 27 (continued)
Summary of Survey Results in Section A
Survey
Item

Mean

S

A

SA

NR

SD

D

Freq (%)

Freq (%)

Freq (%)

86 (30.8) 142 (50.9)

42 (15.1)

7 (2.5)

2 (.7)

Freq (%) Freq (%)

A13

1.89

.74

A14

2.49

.74

28 (10)

98 (35.1)

135 (48.4)

13 (4.7)

5 (1.8)

A15

2.81

.62

7 (2.5)

61 (21.9)

177 (63.4)

25 (9)

6 (2.2)

A16

3.26

.8

9 (3.2)

33 (11.8)

107 (38.4) 123 (44.1)

7 (2.5)

Note: S = standard deviation; SD = strongly disagree; D = disagree; A = agree; SA = strongly agree; NR
= non-response.
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Table 28
Summary of Survey Results for Section B
Survey
Item

N

Seldom or Never
Freq

Some of the Time Most or All of the Time

(%)

Freq

(%)

Freq

(%)

B1

237

31 (13.1)

126 (53.2)

80 (33.8)

B2

237

136 (57.4)

85 (35.9)

16 (6.8)

B3

227

114 (50.2)

92 (40.5)

21 (9.3)

B4

235

222 (94.5)

11 (4.7)

2 (.9)

B5

237

69 (29.1)

128 (54)

40 (16.9)

B6

238

44 (18.5)

117 (49.2)

77 (32.4)

B7

238

35 (14.7)

128 (53.8)

75 (31.5)

B8

238

131 (55)

86 (36.1)

21 (8.8)

B9

233

88 (37.8)

86 (36.9)

59 (21.1)

B10

234

54 (23.1)

105 (44.9)

75 (32.1)

B11

234

93 (39.7)

100 (42.7)

41 (17.5)
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VITA
Jenelle Reeves is a Ph.D. candidate in English, Foreign Language, and English as a
Second Language (ESL) Education at The University of Tennessee, Knoxville, and she
will receive her degree in August 2002. In 1996, she earned an M. Ed. in Curriculum and
Instruction from the University of Washington in Seattle and, in 1991, a Bachelor of Arts
degree in English from Central College in Pella, Iowa. Ms. Reeves taught high school ESL
as a member of the JET Program in Niigata, Japan from 1991 to 1993. She also taught
ESL at Chuncheon National University of Education in South Korea from 1997 to 1999.
From 1999 to 2002, Ms. Reeves was a graduate teaching associate at The University of
Tennessee where she supervised language intern teachers and co-instructed the ESL
Practicum, Teaching ESL, and Field Experience.
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